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It has been suggesteu thut there shouiu be mure "trucer" stuuies tou
determine the prcbability that a pup;%—wil} gc out inte the community and
function comfortaubly in English or bilinguelly (Tucker, 1977). '_ Such a stuuy
woula héip aetermine whether ctuuents who leave bilir,uul ;wabrams exre feally
functioning in Trelisn. Investigutions conla_incluue types of higzner euucation,
if any, success at studies, Jjobs selecteu, skills requireu, groticiency at
Jubs, etc. Such folluw up stuuies have been uore linking gruauate stuuies
tu job gerformance, but few if apny nave lirckeu eiementary-scnuul bilinguui
exzeriences to sault gerformance. 3ut in oruer for such stuuies to be successfui,
there must be un efficient system of recoru keeping. Tne tusk is cumplicatea
by the sometimes high transiency rate amung minority families who move arouna
in search of wurk. Clearly, the moael of a database as constructed for tne
present §tuuy could suggest to an evaluation staff a means of storing aata
Over-time.

In many ways this pgresent stuay waus un exercise in cumprunise, refiecting
the trials anu tribulations of evaluation in the non-laboratory settinge. Pernups
the biggest asset of the study wus the creation of the dgtabase. Tnis uatabase now
exists for use in future aownstaté evaiuations ana coumparutive evaluations within
the stute ana uér@ss states. It is reussuring that this stuay is vnly vne of
Several stuiies beginning to ap.ear regeruing the imgact of bilingual scheoling.
The California—buéeu american Institute -for Research, fer examgle, has
cemplefeu the first ghase 0of a nativrside stuuy on Spanish-Tz.lish bilinguais
for the U.S. Office of Eaucatiun. But there i's still much wurz to be ucne in
the area of research uesign anu auta apalysis (see Ruurfsuez-Bruwn, Cvhen,
Titayanon, & Ripley, 1976). The comgurability of research finaings uepenus
to a significant degree on the cemperability of the research methows. This
arerican Institute  fur Research repurt has ualreauy been criticizeu fur
€nertcomings ir the reseurch uesign (through a Center for appiiew Linguistics,

arlicgton, Virginia, written statement on april 18, 1977 ). a& stzteu sbove,

)
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Reseurch Institute that they uiu not neve time tu zubilize cumplex  Trugrumé

(ieee, multivariate enalysis) ncr muney ty carry out Such unamiyses. (une

wuy to guera against incorglete snalyses woulu be to supervise the anLlysis

directly, rather thar subcorntractirg it out as in this case.)
There 'is clearly a purpose for continuing longitudinaljstuuy vf the
3-3 apd B~0 groups over subsequent years--if for no other Teason than to

see if the B-0 grougp catchn - up in

English';EE_EE_gggggqigMéub{ects. as well

as to assess 1£s'ma{§§g§3§g§_9{ Spgqigg_gggllgi_ alsu, the attituainal
data here suggest the impurtance of luoiking at attituues uver time rather
than cross~sectionally by cohprts. alsu, it woulu be werthwnille fo relate
attitudinsl measures to achievement measures, &gain &n wnalysis that was rnot
incluued in the precent study. ﬁeither wus multivariate anualysis of variance
run on groups of relatea teets, e«ge«, Spenish ana Bnglisn reauing test. Such
analyses mign reveal relativnships that are masked by anglyging separately
tests wnich are relateu, such &s the Spunish anu Engiisy versiuns ¢f the Inter-
arericar Heauing Tests.

igéiicularly nus that su mucn has guue irnto tne fermatiuL of the uufabaSe,
time neeas to be spert uwoing a variety cof statisticali aralyses tuv pruviue even
greater insights into the effects of bilingual schuoling i uuwnstute Illinouise .
mThere is also roox for continueu test agveloPment and the aaministration of new
ana different tests in the evaluation processe A4S répurtea on in Chapier_;;
n.ssessing Spenish Readirg," we also conductea a pilet stuuy to determine
Spanish reaaing progress through a criterivn-re ferenced test develugea professiuvnall
and marketea commercially--thus marking & compromise between a teucner-made
test ani a standaraizea test in terms of its proximity to the objectives of
the local classruoume Plans are alreauy unuerway to‘continue seeking means of -

— . - T
criterico-referenced testing of reauing, as well as of math (Rodkiguez~3rown,

1976 ).




ad.

-Aauin we must peint out that whetner the aata met the acsumyticne beninu
the ctatisticul téchniques useu in the analysis is webatuble. Thevretically-
jrrefutable conclusions woulu have requireu a rigorotus contrel greuy ratoer
than a- graue-cohort appruach, as.useu here, perticulurly as cuncerns the B-3
and B0 grcups, l.e., the group with If-prior years of bilingual scnvoling
ani tne group with no prior bilirgual schocling us of Pall 1975.

Other unknowms alsu make intergretation of finuings anything but aefinitive.
First, there was nu eacsy means of determining just what treatments the stuuents
received cver their several yedrs of bilingual schoolings There was no attempt
to aocwrent agpprvacnes on a yearly besis, througn specificatiuvn of mecdels,
recoraing of classrcom scheuule s, teacher repurts of larguage use, anu S0 forth
(see Ccnen, 1975, Ch. 6). It may be that such aucumentaticn of treatments is
simply impractical at the eross-aistrict level, when folluwing lerge numbers
of stuuents. anuvther issue regoruing these wuta results cuncerns the pussibility
that those stuuents in bilingual gprugrems longer hac most likely alsc been testeu
lunger, am nead tnus become "test—wisé." possibly inflating their test scures
gligntly, particulariy on repeateu wuministrations of the same tyve uf test.

Gf cuurse, sﬁch children coula alsv become tirea of Suv much testing e#na thus

not try as hara as stuuents in a new cuntrel groupe ‘
There are othner problems innerent in tnese anulysese asiae from the

obvious consiueration that acnievement gains cculd be aue to factors other

then the trestment, i.e., bilingual shooling,there is also tne confounding

of school experience, age Cf student, ana level of test. These snalyses uia

not cuntrol for age, wnlen in itself coula explain some cf the variances alsty

wher contrcls were applieu statistically through é§cL?gﬁ there wWas no check on

the valiaity cof the statistic threough analysis of the purallelisn of regrescion

lipes. snlthough thousanus of dolisars went into the uata analycis phase aluzne

(seperate from the thousanus spent on the formaticn of thne catabase), & numbeT

ot rune e were informeu by tne IIT

o

of seemingly impor tart snulyses were n
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There Were also finuings less cunsistent with the aims of bilingual
progrurs. First, whereas o goal of bilingval grograre in Iilinvis is to pruzute
fluency ani literacy in two languages, this stuuy supgesteu that increrental
years of bilingual schooling were not serving to enhunce native language
skill in all areas. Whereés the Spanisbh-%nglish bilingual grurans sampled
apzeared to be prumotirg Spanish listening anu writiny skills, sgeaking
anc reaaing skills diu ;bt.gpéfar to impruve with ipcreuceu years in &
bilingual program (as assesseu cross-secticnally }. Secunu, anotuer goal cf
the bilingual programs in Ililinvis is tu insure thnal.every stwent will be
pfeus of himself, nis family, anu his backgTuunds Tne firuings in this
_stuuy woula sugkest that attituues towaru seif, tuwaru schvol, anu towaru
comrunity were negatively influercea by incrementul jears of kilingual
schoeling, at least at the elementary school ievel. It may be thal tas
particular programs ana methous thﬁt uownstate Iliinuis gTogrums nave selectea
may be irraucing these nepgutive consequences, at least wumong thuse students
sumrleu.

Tne finuings relating home language use to schuol language proficiency
indicate the potential influence of native language use out of schoel on
native language proficiency as measureu at school. Stuuerts whu uic not speak
Sparish to their muthers at home- per formea low-in S;anigh achievezent at
school. Those stuuents who Spuke Spanish with their siblings &t nome haa
high Spanish echievement scores. These firiings simpgly unuer score tne rule
that out-of-schoul linguistic or sveivlinguistic factors mey play ir scncol
language achievement, regarulesc cf the nature of the bilingual pruglams o
It mey be that if societal forces are working against maintenunce of Spaniam,
a cuboruinste lancuage in the society, even the best of bilingual Treglams
%1ill have uifficuluy promoting the muintenance of €,erish literacy anu fluewncy

gxills arung their stuuents.
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other hand, we woulun't expect Spanish to change as aramatically, unless-
the Spenish component in a bilingual program weée strung enough to promote
greater Spaniéh-meaia exposure out of school anu more use of Spanish at
home.  Such seenmeu fo be the case with the Spanish compuonent in the Reuweou
City, California, program (Cohen, 1975, Ch. 9)-—i.e., that the bilingual
rrogram actually stimulatea Spanish language mairtenunce. But it woula
not seem that such was the case in downstate Illincis. Cn the other

hana, the Illinois State objectives for bilingual prosrans‘oqphasize their
transitional nuture-—providing a briage from native tungue to Brnglishe

Tae Reuwowuw City, Caelifornia, program, to the contrary, was equally
concerned with the malrtenance of Spenish ws it was with the acqguisitiun

of Enyiish by the Spanish-mcther-tongue stuwuents.

6« General Cuvrclusiorns

The finuirgs from this stuay incicate that chiluren iﬁ wownstate liiinuvis
bilirzual classrceums are in certain ways better off for naving receiveu bilingual
schovlircgs. For example, incremental yeurs of bilirgual schooling for minority-
gfeug chiluren erhenced their fluency anu literacy skilis in the vominant
languege of the society, samely Bnglisn. Students #ith more yeurs of bilingual
schouling were stronger in both the grouuctive Tnglish skills-igﬁegking ara
writing—-;nu the recegtive skills——listening anu reading. Furthermore, incre-
mental years of bilingual schouvling appearea to ephance conceptuul-deve;d;ﬁent
in generzl. A sampling of different ascessrtent measures all poduceu inuications
that bilirgual schooling enharced cognitive furnctitning on tusks mssecssing non=
verbal conceptual skills and verbal concepts, particularly Fryplish language
conceptse Incremental yeers of bilingual schuoling also appeared to contribute
to growth in specific subject matter areas as well. Students with more yeurs
of bilingual schooling performea stronger un matn, science, anu social

stuuies achievement measures.
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language spoken to the muther anu that spoken to siblings were significant at
the .05 level (Tables 74 & 75). Stuuents who spoke English to their motners

had lower means on the Spanish TUBE, apu correspondingly, stuuents wao

reportedly spoke Spanish to siblings had higher mean Spanish TUBE scores.

Discussion and Conclusion: Results show that Bngiish language

perfbrmance as measured by the TUBE test was hot significantly related
either to meuia expusure--rauic or T.V.--or tu language use with parents
or siblinys. }er#aps there is encugh reinforcement for English in seaovl
apu elsewnere that effects of such expusure uare less impurtant. But
Spanish performunce was mere sensitive both to exposure to Spunisn rauic
ana to use of Spanish at home, with mother ana siblings.

These findings give us some feel for the socivlirguistic eavirunment
in downstate Iliinoiss In a community where Spanish is maintainea,'ie mi ght
expect that stuuents will perform better on Spanish tests. It might

also be that those stuuents wno favor English meuia anu use English at

hume are weaker ir Spanish language gerfurmance to begin with. The positiocn
0f Spanish among stuuents in Illincis ucwnstate is that éf §_§gﬁbrdinate
language; Erglish is the dominunt, prestigious langnage. Eence, the
" schuol chiluren's Spanish is probebly more respunsive to suburuinate

status than their English is to superourdinate statuse.

Une major question about the analysis is the fa;t thgt the bacsgreuna
questicnnaire uata were coliecteu in Fall 1974, while the TUBZ was aumini sterea
auring the 1972-73 school yeur. Therefore, the langliuge expusure aod use
uata were ubtaineu mure than a year after the tests were tukens iight there
huve beer changes in lunguage expusure anu language use patterns uuring
this time perivut It is likely that stuuents generally were expuseu to
®ni.,lish meuia and using more English «t hume over tnat time. This may
explain wny results with the Znglish TU3E were non~significant. From

grases 1 to 3, we might expect "eurprising" gains in Bnglish. Un the
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main effects beiLg“repurteu exposure to radio and T V."aru the coveriate
beiny the 1972 TLBT Language score. For the seoconu set uf mnaiySes, &
greueterminea oruer was useu to enter the imepenuent varigbles of languaye
spoke; to mother, father, anu siblings intu the analysis. Thus, the effect
0f language Spoken to mother was evaluated based on tae stusents' TUBE
Sgring 1973 lLanguage scores ad justeu for the Fall 1972 TUBE scores. The
effect of langusge spuken to father was evaliuatea by the TUBE score -
aijusted fur the covariate anu for language spuken t0 the muther. amu
finally, the effect uf languasge spuken to sibiings was regresSsSea un the
TUBT scores aujusted for tne coveriate anu for langusge Spu&en both to the
mother and to the father.

Results: The first set of =snaiyses investipateu the effect
of Pnglish ara Spanish langusyge performunce respectively on languuage
listened to on raaio ana T.V. Thether the stuuents listeneu to rauiv
or T.V. in Eneiisk, Spanisn, of buth, has no significant effect on Engiish
performarce as measurea by the TU3E 1970 Lunguage subtest, after cuntrolling

for the TU3ET 1972 scoles (Tables 68 & &9 ). ieula expusure aia influence Sganish

perfermunce un the TUBT 1973 Language subtest (Tables 7C & 71). Tne main
effect of ianguzge listeneu to on the rauic was significunt at the .01 levei.
Stuuents who stated that they listened to Spurish language radié_éiggégms
hau a hipher mean score on the TUBE Spanish lunguage tecst in SPrin5»1973,
centrulling for performance on the Full 1972 sceres, than stuuents who
reporteu listening to programs in both languages or in English unly:

As stateu above, the second set of analyses investigatea the effect on
Pnglish ard Spanish languege performance respgectively of language spuken
to mother, father ana siblings. When the results on the Engiish TUBE
subtest of Spring 1973 was the depencent measure, none of the main effects
of language use (Englich, Spanish, or both) were significant (Tables 72

& 73). When the dependent measure was the TOBE Spenish language subtest

of Spring 1973, however, there wers significant muin effects. Both tne

E)
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inter retation is that the bilingual program is Working against suvcietaul
forces of an assimilationist nature, ani thuat stuuent .attituues reflect
less the school program ana more thet;ocial reality out of sschool. 41l
the same, the. questiun does emerge as to whether stuuents in the elerentery
grades in bilinguel progrums in acwnstsate Illipuvis are in sume ways paying
for their bilingual 8chooling in terms of asuversge perscnal anu social con-
Sequences. It is also important not to generalize beyuna thouse Iilinuis
classrooms sempled becuuse results elsewnhere have shuwn very pusitive
attituainal 'm“associated with bilin'gual schuoling, using other
instruments such as the Cross-Cultur=zl attituue Inventory &ee, for example,
Cohen, 1975, Ch. 11). It may alsv be thut s negative snift in attitudes
was simply uue to increaseu schuoling not relateu to bilingual prugrams

in particular.

Ge Huw uoes tne sucCivlirguistic environment at nhume uffect lansuaxe
2= =2 - SlEUAKe

perfermance at school? Ssecificall .
2y 7Y J

1) How aves expusure to media, raaiv anu TeVe, i

Trilisn anu

Scanish influence lanzuage per formance?

2) How doesg stuuent's choice of lanzuage in speaking to mother,
father, ana siblings relate to lanyuage at schools
Instrumerts: To3E languege subtest, Level L, Spanish. anu
English versions; five qﬁestiuns from the 1374-75 BaciksTuunu Questionnumire:
lenguage for rauic, lengusye for T.V., languuge spuken in home to rot her,
father anu siblirgs.

Subjects ana auministration: The subjects were toe 140 stuuents

wWho hau taken the TUBE language subtest in Fall 1972 anu then again in
Spring 1973, when in greue l. Then they were in graue 3, their parents
were uaskeu to fill out the background questivcnaire (Fall 1974 ).

vata analysis: For the first set of analyses, aiCuVa was computeu

using as the uejenuent variable tioe Sering 1873 Tu3® Language score, with

10
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d) Achieverent iovivation. Graue 3 huc mcnoturically aecreusing

means across yeurs of bilingual schooling (Table €1]).

3) Self Security. at graue 4, stuuents with tao years of

biiingual schooling scored significantly more positively than those with
three yeurs (p< +05) (Table 62]).

With respect to 1973 BTB data, 3ra grauers with one yeer of bilinguaul
schooling scored significantly higher in attituae (p<.05) thun those Jjust
entering a program (Table 66). In 1976, 2-way ANOVA. inuicated no

significant differances betweea the B-3 and B~0 groups (66 & 87).

Discussion anu Conclusiun: The firaings suggest that at tne

upper eiewentary ana Jjunior high levels bilirgual schdoling may enhuance
at least social confiuence—~but more data are neeuea to sup;ort such an assertiun.
Con the other hanu, there ao ap.ear to be ample aats to sugsest tnat bilinguai

crograms as constituted in Iilineis for elementary school students ere not

ephancing the kinus of attitudes tosaru self, schuol, anu community as tagpeu
by the SUS measure. Tne firaings from this set of scules suggest that bilingual
programs mey be having adverse consequences attitud inally, particularly tne
longer the stuaent receives bilingual séhooling- The BTB attitmue subtest
results are more mixeam—éélgéggi;ﬁg bilingumal schooling with respeat to
the 1973 daata and no visible effecns either way with respect to the 1976
datas Of course, whereas the BTB simply regresents 20 items, aealing primarily
with self-esteem, the SUS entalls a much more lengthy set of sceles, thus
lending greater valiaity to the latter.

Cne interpretaticn of the finuings based on the SUS is that in the
first year or two, the prugram is nuvel, gnuthoroforu attituues peuak.
Then, as things becume more routipe-—as the nuvelty wears uvff—attituues
tager off es weli. It is alsu pussible that the bilicgual pregrams in
Il1linuis are not reirforcirg linguistic anu culiural attributes of the

minority group envugh tu really erhance attituaes. alsu, 8 iess guiatable -

17
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Duta analysis: iieans apa stanuaru aeviations were calculatea

for the SCS amy for the BTB. On the SUS, one-way akQVA with Scheffe's multiple

cumparisons test (p<+05) was computea. For the BTB, 1973 aata were ‘submittea

to a-t-test apw 1976 uata unuerwent 2-way al.OVA. with number of years in the
JFogram anu graae as factors.

Results: The findings for the stuaenis in graues 5,7 ana 8
(Tables 58-65i tenued to show some inaication of higher mean scores for
groups with more years of bilingual. schcoling, particularly in the case of
the Social Confiuence subtest (Table 64). However, the N's for the upger
greues were tuo gmall (average cell size=1l) to make definitive stautementss
The results for the young stuuents (graues l-‘.k) perhaps proviueua more valia
firairgs in that the average cell size for a given graue amu numbegiai;;_q:alr_;-___-
of bilingual schooling was 52. a4t the rrimary level of the instrument, there
were ipuications within every subscale that attituues were uecreuasingly favorablse
with ipcreasirng yeers of bilingual schoolinge. Taoe following were the resulits

by subscale.

u) Self acceptance. Graue 3 heu monotonicaliy uecreasirg mesns

across years of bilir-.é.;ual schueling with thuse having unly onpe year ef bilipgud
schcoliz;g scorihg siE;nlifiCuntly rzare pusitively than stuuents with three or
fuur yeares cof bi-l‘ir.-.g_ual schueling (p¢+05) (Table- 58 ).

b) Sccial Latwrity. Grzues 1 aru 4 hau menutonicaliy uecreusing meuns
across yewrs of bilingual schovoling, and at gTade 5_1-_1_;'udénf;é "\bit'E—o“x:lf one
ye_ar_o'f_ ﬁifﬁéﬁal}éi{qling scored more pusitively than those vi th three
years (p<<.05) (Table 59).

¢) School afriliatione. Graue 1 hau monetunicauliy aecreasicyg meuns

peross years of bilinguel schooling, anu at graue 2, stuuents with oniy une
yeasr of bilingusal schoiuling scoreu more positively then thuse with three

years (p<.05) (Table 60).

12
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Diegussicn anu Conclusion; There appears to be sume sugpgort

for the contention that years of bilinguul schuoling has a busitive influence

on uevelurment of meth skills. Two out 0f three auminstrativns of the same

BT3 ;ubtest to different populations all fuvoreu the group in bilingual

8chooling the longest. Even thoeugh the IIEP results aia not yiela significant
differences iz favor of. the B-3 group over the B~0 group, all the sume the

B-3 group mean %as higher (2Z.4 vse 21.3--Table 24)s Tne IIZp test perhaps was
not as clusely linked to the school curriculum as thne BT3 was anu probably naa

not gone thruugh as many revisions as the BTB either, since the IIT: hau Jjust been
introducea in 197s.

The reason why ymars of bilirgual schooling Prouuced significant finuings
for science anu social stuuies witn the 15976 uata may reflect ur the compusition
of the B-3 and B~0 groups. rerhaps & fair mmber of stuuents ir. the B-0 group
hau been stuaying these subjectguin other countries first, or at least in schooul
Aistricts with aifferent curricula. The gap appeurs greatest ir sucial stuuies,
comparicg 3-3 anu B-0 group results for sucial stuuies (lable 56) vse thnose for
Science (teble 5+ ) anu math (Teble 52). It may be that sccial stuuies is thne
Sgbjecf_areu least_tranferruble ucross cultures, purticuluriy with reference to
those social stuaies items on the BT3 test which were interuea tu¢ be criterioun

Teferencede.

Ce Lo incresseu years in & bilinguel program foster pusitive attituues

tuward self, school, ana cumrunityt

Intruments: Self-Cbservation Scale (suS), Levelis 1 & 2;
BT3B AtHtuie subtest, Level 1.

Subjects aru auministrativn: Cn the SUS, level 1 wus given

to 782 lst-4th grauers in Full 1974. level 2 was given to 87 5th, 7th, anu
8th grauers at the same time. The BTB was given to 84 2nd-4th graders in

Fall 1973 anu to the B-3 anu B-0 6Foup 3ru ana 4th grauers in yinter 1976.
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Data inalysis: Lleuns and standari ueviations by graue uanu by
years in bilingual schooling, aru t-tests uf the uifferences in meuns
accoraing to years in the program were computed on 1973 Zra~-gruae aata. |
For 1976 uata, & 2-way factorial analysié of variance uf the three BTB =ubtests
by years in bilingual education ana graae was computeu.

essults:

a) Math. For 1973 data, 3ra grauers in a bilingual program
for one year scored significantly higher (p<-05) in math on the BTB than
thbse‘Srd graders just sterting a bilingual prugram (Table 52).. There
wus no significant aifference by years in bilingual schooling (2 vs. 1) fur 4th
greiers testeu in Fall 1974 (Table 52). HRegaraing the 1976 uata on the
B-3 apa B-0 groups, the B-3 group scored significantly higher (g<+0Cl) than
the B-0 group (Tables 52 & 53). also, the stuuents in 4th graue scorea
significantly better then those in Jra grede (pe »CCl)e wun the |
IIEP iath subtest, tne B=3 4th graders uiu pnot score significantly better
than the B-C grauers (see Table 24 o

b) Science. (n the BTB Science subtest, there were no
gignificant aifferences between 1973 3ru greuers with O vee 1 year of
"bilingual schuoling, nor for 3ra grauers ip 1974 with 1 vse 2 yeurs of
bilingual schuolinge. Scewever, for tpe 1976 uutu; the B-3 group stuuenis
outscorsu the B-0 group (p< .001)s also, 4th gruuers performed SYgéiffEEE§l§
~ better than 3ru grauers (p< +001) (Tabies 54 & 55).

¢) Sucial Stuuaies. as with science, uifferences by years of

bilingual schooling for 1973 anu for 1974 3ru grauers on the BT3B were nun-~
eignificant. a4s with Muth anu Science tests,1976 B~3 proup 3ru anc 4ta
grauers perfbrmeu better then the B-0 group stusents in Svcial Stuuies (p<g «COLje

also, 4th grauers performea better than Jru grauers (p<.001) {(see Tebles 55 & 57 }e
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were available) increasea at each saministrution, i.e., from Fail to vinter
and frar Winter to Spring (Table 51). at graue 1, performence was not

so regular. ihereas on the math items in Bnglish, the highest meun scoTe
was achieved &t the ena of the year, on the Spanish meta Qgéggj the highest
score appeared in Winter. With respect to language, ;ergorménce on the
®nglish iteme also peaked in Winter. (& the Sganish language items, there

was a stesuy mean decline from Fall to Sgring (8.65—p 7.80—95.03) (Tuble 51].

Discussicn and Conclueion: e coula concluue frum the uvwnstate

1liinois Buehm results that length uf time in a bilingual prygTam haa a
positive effect on conceptual defeloPment. both in Spanisn ara in Englishe

The I-A General Ability results grovide sume support for the Boehm finuings
ana at more grade levels. The TOB® results inuicate an interesting phenomenun
——a possible backslidipg or regression in Spanish performance. rerhups thé
bilingual grousrams were stressing Bnglisn more than Sganishe This finaing

is consistent with that for Spanish resding (above ), namely that Spanish
reading scores were lower for the chiluren who were in & bilingual EIOgrdé n;
lunger. The microefhnographic stuuy presenteu belouw pruviaes sume insights
intc elassroum dynamics that might help explain sliépuge in Spunisn. Yerbaps
the forces at play ﬁoth in and out of class impose a set of rules for language
use anu uevelopment/maintenance in downstate Illinois, ana this set of rules
enaorses English primarily.

2) 'What effect does years of bilingual schocling have on achieve=-

ment in the content subjects?

Instruments: The BTB Math, science. ana Social Stuaies
subtests, Level 1; the IIEP Math subtest, Level l.

Subjects and aumipistrativn: The'BTB was given in Fell 1973

to 88 2nd~4th grauers, to 19 Jrd graaers in Fall 1974, ana to the B-J &ana
B~0 group 3rd and 4th graders in Winter 1976. The IIEP Kata subtest was

also administereu to the B-3 and B-0 groups ipVWLnféf'1976;

r
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for 2na grauers taking the-Spanish versivn 0f the Buenm in Fall 1973, and for
those taking the Spanish versicr anu Part 1 of the Bnglish versiun»in Spring
1974. For Fall 1973 results on the English version ané Spring 1974 results
just on Fart 2, those 2nd graaers With no prior bilingual schooling had 8ligntiy
higher mean sccres than those with one year, but the sample size for those witha
one year was much sraller (n=6, 7 vs. ne40,42). all the above uifferences are
simply trenus in the daata. kLo statistical tests of uifferences in means
were runs

with respect to the aAKCUVA anelysis, after gontrollirg for pretest
scores, thetrend of increaseu performance with years in the program
was still significant for Part2 of the Spanish version (p<+05) (Tables 33,
40) ami for Furt 1 of the English version (p<+05) (Tables 41,42} also,
graue, was significant (p<«05) for Part 2 of the Spmish version, meaning
that 2na graders scored better than lst grauers, who in turn scorea better than
kindergarteners on this subtest (Tables 39 & 4G]. Hosever,the uifferences across
graues weren't significant for TFart I of the Spanish versiun or fur the English
version (Tables 37 & 38, 41-44).

o the I-a Geperal ability Test, at level 1; grsue 1, there was an ovverall
trena of increasing means across subtests with increasing number of years
in bilirgual programs (Tables 45-48 ). The Jentence Campletior subtest,
Level 2, grade 3, and the Classificaticn subtest, Level 3, graue 4, alse
showea continually increasing means over an ircreasing number uf years in the
program (Tabies 45 & 46)&:mF?r‘graues 2, 5, au 7, there were no continally
increasing trenus, but generally the pattern was one of increase, gerticularly
comparing Sth-and 7th—grauehstuuents having one year of bilingual schovling
to those having three yaars (Tables 45-50).

on the TUBE test, the mean score at the kinaergarten level (wnere uata
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of general abilities--besic language concepts (woru relationships, classi-

tications, analugles) ard math concests({computation, nurber series)?

Instruments: Boehm Spanish (Version A) and Bnglisn (Version B},
Parts 1 & 2; I-A General Ability Tests, levels 1-4; TOBE Tests of Language am
Math, Level L, Spanish ana English versions.

Subjects ani Administration: The Boehm in Spanish was aaministerea

in Fall 1972 to 326 lst graders, anu the ®nglish version, Purt 1, to 118 1lst
greuers. In Winter 1973, the Bnglish versiun, Part 2, Wwuas auministereu to

316 lst graders.. Bota the Spanish anu the Bnglish versiuns were suministerea
to lst grasuers in Spring 1973. In Fall 1973 ana in Spring 1974, both versiins
. 0of the Boehm were again saministered to over 300 students graues £-2. In
Full 1974, the Spanish version was given to 20 lst grauers, ana the English
version to 146 1st graders. The General ibilities Tes.t was given to about

800 stwents graues 1-5, und 7, in Fall 1974. The TCOBE. Tests were given to
about 60C k-1 stuuents in Fall 1972, winter ana Spring 1973. The stuuents
receiveud the edd-pnumberea items from the‘English version amu the even-

numberea items frum the Spanisn version.

-7 _Data Analysis: Means and standard deviations were calculated
by level of test, by grade, and by years of bilingual schooling for
the Boehm and the General Ability Test. For the TCBE, mean

sqores were computea from Fall to Winter to Syring within X ana graue 1. For
the Boehm, aliC(Wa of Spring 1974 score;-:. _by years in the program and greaie were
computeu, using Fall 1973 scores as the covariate.

Results: un the Boehm Test of Basic Concegts, geﬁerally those
stuaents in bilirgual schooling lornger perforzeu better. Botn in Fall 1973
anu in Spring 1974, kindergarten anu graue 1 stuuents in bilingual scovoling
longer (1-2 years) aid bétter in all Spanicsh wnd English subtests than those
stuients just sturting bilingual schouling (Tubles 33-36). Tnis was s&lso

true for lst graaers taking the English version 0f the Boehm in Full 1974;
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to those of the B=0 group chilureme We noted in sectiwn 3.b.2, above, that

the B-0 group was ccmposed of chiluren from families thut were more Spanisa-

dominant, a portion of whom had ary ived recently from Spéni sh-speuking countries.

Thig would certat nly help explain the B-0 studenta’ strength in Spanish 8peaking.
The finding that performence by grade level was pot significantly aifferent

on the Speald.ng subtest, in either EnglishAor Spapiss, as it was on the Listening

and writing subtests, might simply inaicate that speaking is not so much grade-

related as the other skills, particalarly at the early graues and witn omly

one greue uifference, i.e., 3ra vs. 4th.

General Conclusions for Reseurcn Questiun a: Given the limitatiuvres

inherent in the 1976 B-3/B~C group comparisen, @e can still say that bilingual
schooling does appear t—p;_:'g;xé;n_é_e fluency and literacy in En'Sl'i_S_.‘l.:_ Pllingual
programs aprear to help maintain SPamSh_}isy_e{xing am writing skills, but in
the areas of speaking ana Treuding may have lesser impact. This is probably
to be expected from students living in an ®Tnglish-dominant society. Chilaren
just coming to bilirngual schoouling at graues 3 anu 4, a portion having haa
grior SPanisp-meuium schooling in Spanish-speaking contries, outper fommed

Illinois bilingual schooling students in Spenish speaking anu to & certain

extent ipn Spanish readiing as well.

" b Do stuaents in a bilingual program achieve at g_ rate commensurate

with t_h_e_ii age, ability, and gruie level in all subject areag? e were
not equipped to answer this question directly, since there were no state
porms for most of the tests at the time, and in fact some of the tests
were only taken byobili(ngual chiluren (e.g.. tests ir Spunisa)e e were,
however, able to find answers for the questiun as tc whether years in
bilingual schooling improved general ability ana achievement in the subject
areas.

1) what effect does yeers of bilingmal schooling have on development

18




S4e

Subjects 8nu suministration: 1In Fall 1974, level 4 of the STEL

was given tu roughly 90 4th anu 5th grauers, ani ievel 3 to roughly 70 7th~9th
grauerse The STLS was given to the B-3 anu B-0 group 3dru amu 4th grauers in

Winter 1976.

Data inalysis: Means am standard deviations were calculated

for the STEP results by level of test, grais, ana years of bilingual
schooling for listening and writing. TFor the STLS subtests, 2-way alOVA .
was computed for each subtest by years in program anu by graae.

Fesults: For STEP, no trends emergea at any given graue level
(4=5, 7-9) regarding Bnglish listening or writing achievement as a function
0f number of years in & bilingual programe Xven at the fourth graae level,
where the most complete data were available (i.e., mean STEP aata for
stuaents with no prior bilingu;l euucation to those with four years), there
were still no noticeable putterns (see Table 26 ).

Un the STLS Erglish subtest, the B-3 uroup outperformeu ithe B=C &ToUL un
listening, Spgeaking, anu wTriting scores (p<+0C1)s 4th gruuers qiu significuntly
be?ter thgn éhiru gruders in listening anu writing (p<+0Cl) but not in speaking
(Tables 22, 27 -29). (n the Sganish subtects, yeurs in program 'sas not a
stetistically significant‘factor Tor the Listening anu Writing subtests,but
was for S;eaking. with the B-0 group performing slightly better than the
5-3 groué (FK.Ol){ 45 with Bnglish, 4th grauers daid better than 3rd giauers
in listening and writing (p<.01), but not in speaking (Tables 22, 30-32).

Discussion and Conclusicn: STFE results diun't provide insights as

to whether the bilingual programs were enhancing English listening enu writing.
The STLS regults. however, did suggest that bilingual programs;reinforced both
Pnglish listening and writing, plus speaking as well. The Spanish STLS
results might suggest that the bilingual progfams wel'e not doing much to

enhance Spunish speaking, but it is noteworthy that Spunish listening and

writing skills of chiluren in bilingual schooling for three yeals were compurable
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Riscussion and Conclusiun: Sirnce only one yeer sepearates

—— e e B
v —— s e

the 1974 groups in the analysis of English reading basea on the I-a test,

it is not surprising that no significant difference by year is founa.

For the 1976 groups, the B-3 group clearly head the eage over the B=0

group in English reaiing, not just on the I-a Reading Test, but on the
STLS and IIEP tests as well. Lest we attribute all tﬁo a@vantage to years of
bilingual achooling, we must point out that a portiunm of tae B-0 group
students began their reading in Spanish in Spanish-s;euaking countries ana

were jusi beginning to transfer thnose reauing skills to the reauing of

Begylishe. B-3 stuuents haa, for the must part, startea learning to reaa
in Spanish ana in English concurrently (see Section 3.c, above ).
Performance in Spanish reaaing woula tend to Support the notion that
the B-0 students hea a firmer founuation in Sganish reauing, both with
respect to reauing vocabulary (the I-a test results) ana in general (the
STLS tést resulte]. It may be that the Illinois State progream is not
emphasizing Spanish reauing as much as English reading. It is interesting
that a difference in Spanish reeuing by grade showed up in the 3-0 groug,
which contained mure recent immigrants, but not in the 3-3 groug. The
suggestiun here is that perhaps the bili;gual vrogren is not groaucing
noticeable gains in performance after graue 3--aue to a deemphusis on

- 6 ,
Spanish reading. With the new zroup, B~0, however, the aifference

between 3ru ana 4th graaers is perhg s more reflective of the normal
gains found among chiluren stuaying Spanish reauing in a Spunish-speaking

school ama community.

2) nat_is-the effect of number of yesrs ip bilirnjual schuuling

on listening, speuking, anu writing ®ngzlish ena Spanish?

Instruments: STEr listenirng ana ,riting subtests, Levels

3 &4; STLS Listening, Speaking, and writing subtests.
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of years of prior bilingual eaucation (1 or 2) aiin't seem to affect perfurmance
in ®nglish reaiing at either graue level, although no statistical tests were
run (8ee Tables 10, 12, & 14). For the 1976 groups, yeurs in progrem wuas &
significant fasctor (p<-00l) in English reading on all subtests of the I-a
Feeding Test (Tables 10-15), on the STLS (pe¢:001)} (Tables 22 & 23), ana on
the 11EP Readipg Test (p<.05)ffiﬁgi;"§f). With respect to graue, 4th grauers
a;g_gignif,ca:tly vetter than 3rd gréders on the I-i ana STLS rewuing teets.
b) Spanish Reuding. with respect tu Spanish reaairg, the grouy
sizes fur those witn no.prior bilingual schovling vs. those with une year
(in 1974 ) were too smull to meke uny statements at all (Table 156, 18, & 20}
‘Yor the 1976 groups, there were no significant differences on the level

of Comprenension ana Speea cf Cumprehension sabtests of the I-A, but on

Vocabulary those without prior bilingual ‘schooling (the.B~0 group ) per férmed

better tnan the B-3 group'}gstgg}J(Tables 16-21), Likewise, thuse without
bilingual schouling scored higher on the STLS (p<eOl ), at lewst at the
grade 4 level (Tables 22 & 25). On all threé ;ubtests of the I-a test,
4th graders scored better than the Jra graiers (p(.01).’ with resgect

to the vocabulary subtest, there was a signifigggg_ipteractiun between

grade eni years of bilingual schooling (p<-05!], meanimg tnat "the Impdct

-

of number of.yeazs of trestment was greater for 4th grauers than for 3rd T
grauers. It can'also be seen that there was more of a aifference betlween
the means for 3ra and 4th grauers new to the progrum (6+puints) than for 3ra
and 4Ath gracers in the progrem for over tnree years (24peints) (Table 20 ).

0n the Spenish STLS, there was also a significant interactiun between g raue
ana years of bilingual schuoling (pg+05 ),Iﬁgéﬁ@gg thet’there was a T
greater mean difference in Spanish reeuing between 3ru anu 4th grauers

new to tne program (2.3 points) than between tnose in the prugram for 34yeurs

(0.1) (Tables 22 & 25).
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the subjects involved, the times of suministrutiun, anu the aata aunalysis
proceuures employed to answer the questiuns unuer uiscussion. aguin, it shoula
be puinteu out that in oruer to unsser the research questions as amply as

- possible, data were arawn from as many sources within the ustabase as possibie,
thus frequently going beyond the special 3ra;4th graae comparison of the B-3
‘ana B~-0 groﬁps set up for longituuainal study. all groups of subjeots are
Clearly iaentifiea below.

8. Do students in a bilingual program over several years achieve

fluency and literacy in two languages?

1) ¥nat is the effrect of pumber of years in bilingual schooling

on Enclish and Spanish resuing achievement?

—_ Instruments: ZPnglish Reading=-—-I-a Reading, level 2; STLS English
Reaaing; IIEP Reading. Spanisn Reaaing=-I-a Lectura, Level 2; ST.S Spanish
heauing.

Sub jects and Aﬂministration: The I-. Reauing tests were aaministerea

to 204 3ra and 4th graders in Fall 1974 ana to the B-3 ami B~0 3rd ana 4th
graders in Winter 1976. The ST1S ana IIEE.gégggng tests were auministerea
vnly to the B-3 and B-0 group students in Winter 1976, and the IIZg enly

to the 4th grauers wrong the B~-3 ara B-0 students (see Table 9a).

Data asnalysis:. The inuepenueni.variables for the. analysis.
were number of years in bilingual schooling and grade of entry. Tae 1974
dru and 4th graaers were in bilinguel schooling for either O, 1 c¢r 2 yearseo

The 1976 group had had either no prior bilingual schooling or 3+ years. The

§

means ana stanaerd deviations for grades 3 and 4 in 1974 ura 1376 were cal-
culated. Two-way ANQOVA was run on the 1976 I-a Reading/Léctura ana STLS
data, with years in program and graués as fauctorse For IIEF aata, one-wa&
analysis of variance was computed.

Remulte:

a) Bnglish Reading. Rngird;ng the 1974 groups, number

0
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In Section 3.b.2, above, it was acocumentea that there were baﬁio
aifferences between background cheracteristics of the B~3 group (stuaents
With 3+ years of-bilingual sechooling as of Fall 1975) ana the B-0 gL oup
(students just entering bilingual programs at the 3rd or 4th-gruue level

in Fall 1975), selected for comparative analysis in 1975-76. Of gourse, these

differences have become part of the longituainal analysis itself. The
ongoing question becomesa: 1If a group begins a bilingual progrum in, say,

- graae 3 or ‘4 because they are recent arrivals from Spanish-speaking
countries or alsewhere anu have certain corresponding charucteristics—-
®+Ze+, more Spanish in the home, parents having somewhat lower-status
occupations, euucation, etc.~-what will the effect of these aifferences
be on outcomes? (f particular interest is the continuing effect of these
Qi fferences. Thus, this analysis in many wa&ys is no more than an interim
report, in that these students can cuntinue to be cumparea with thuse having
trevious bilingual schocling.

The cata analysis was sub-contracteu to the Illinois Institute of Technolucy's
Research Institute-(;;Tﬁl) anua IITRI reportea thut because of time constraints
and budget limitations, certuin statistical analysesS that woula huave further
val icatea the statistical Foceuure utilizea, were notlcarriea out.

Such analysis woula have included checking for the pa;allelian of regressiun
lines between groups in anulysis of covariance (uiiCUVA) and the use of
multiveariate analysis of variance procedures. Thus, no attempt was muaue to
analyze together related tests such as those of Spanish ana English reauing.
The use of rultiveriate analysis would indicate how much shareu veriance there
is between presumably relatea tests.
5. Findings

This section proviues not only finuirgs regaruing specific reasearch
questions posed above (Section 2), but also related informatiuvn to meke the

o finuings more’E&a@iqgful-—i-egT*E'EET&?‘aé§éfiE€Ib£_'§fAEEE'iiggfggéhtEI
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analysis of groups of students at the same grade level who differ on
some characteristic, in this case on number of years of bilingual ;chooling.
Data from single school progrems usually are not ample encugh to allow such
analyses; In this instance, grade cohort analysis proauced & compqééi;@_mw_
approach to the problem of no existing control group, allowing insteaa
the possibility of comparing across stuaents all within bilingual schooling
programs, but with uiffering arounts of expusure time.

Thé actﬁél statistical techniques varieu accoruing to the extent
of available data on the stuaents concernea. OUne of the first analyses
involvea the comgutation of an intercorrelation matrix of test scores
for all available data between 1972 and 1978. This matrix helped iaentify
groups of inaividual students who hag taken two or more tests at uifferent
times over the four years under investigation. (This correlativn matrix
appears in Ripley, 1976, pe 1%) Other technigques employea includea t-tests,
one-way analysis of variance with ana without the Scheffé multiple range
test, two-way analysis of veriance, am two-way analysis of cowariance,
primarily using programs from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
" (Eie et al., 1975). The Finaings gsection below, specifies which_st&tistical
teéts were used for which specific analysese

anslysis of veriance, one-way ana two-way; were-~used for analysis even.
when it could not be assumed that the groups were similer. Likewise,
analysis of covariance was used to aajust posttest score aifferences
accoruing to pretest score aifferences. Lera (1987) gnd,subsequent Treseurchers
have puinted out that if groups are not ranuom to begin with, strong eviaence
is neeasu to ietermine that the selection wus EthSB;"lh_effect." It is
wifficult tu say whether the downstate Illinois data met this assumgtion.
It was nevertheless assumeu that these pre-existing groups were sufficiently

similar to warrant use of analysis of covariance. The SFSS 2:waifLEOV%'7_—‘

rogram aid aujust for unequal cell sizes.

24
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tape, uescribing attributes and acaaemic achieveqégjégg_4.698'stuaegyg_ipom
grades z~-12 in 4+ schoel districts in Illinoia,uownstute; The data spun
the four school years from 1972 through 1976.

It was not until this elaborats matching proceuure haa been cumpletea
that we were abie to identify Jjust which 3ru apa 4th gracers had haa ¥
yeurs of bilirguel schooling as of Fall 1975. The aatabase iaentified

the'§50+ such‘Eéses. from 15 school districts, ami then we set out to

locate the Students, as well ags to administer supplemental tests to them.
These are the stuuents ieferrea to as the B~3 group in Seqtion 3.b, above.
Returning to the general format of the database, the data were thus
set up oan a personal student basis, with one identiftication number for
each student. The aatabase, then, has two sections, one with constant
information such as school, district, birthyear, year enfereu bilingual
program, graue entered bilingual program, birthplace of various femily .
members, etce The other section consists of aata that are auueu to vver the
years as awuiticnal data on the stuuenﬁs are obtaineus. Such aata incluue
achievement scores ana backgrouna aata of a changing nature over the
yeurs, such as student’s language ability and language use patterns.

de Data apnalysis

. N L4
Data analysis proceaures pusea a probler in this stuuy as they have

in many educational evaluation programs, in that there was no cerefully-

set up control group with random assignment “of pupils to experimental

wa non-experimental 6onditipps. It _was with this constraint on statistical

analysis am with the awareness of consequent limifations as to

generalizability of results that statistical analysis was carried gut.
Tﬁe ncross-sectional aggregate data" approach té analysis seemed

the most practical in that there was a large uatabase with which to worke.

This cross-sectional approach. also called "grane cohort" analysis when

working with school grades as in this instence, calls foT comparative
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prutessional keypuncher before the aata were submitted for analysis to the
Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute (see Ripley, 1976).

¢ The Formation of the Database

a5 0f Fall 1975, there was an accurulation of data frum stuuents in
bilingual programs downstate da%ing back to Fall 1971. Sume uata were on .
tape, some on caras, some simply in the original exam booklets. Mot of *
the aata were, in fact, out of state--in the hanas of a gaall uala analysis
outfit in North Carolina (IBZX). The rest of the uata were at tne Bilingual
Service Center in Illinois. Unfortunately, stuaent iuentificuatiun numbers were
purpusely not prese.ved over the years when stuients were revestea (if
tiey were), out of a concern for confiuentiality. although & concern for
anonymity is legitimate, there coulu have been other means of preseving
anonymity without all but grohibiting longituainal use of student recorase.
Even in the face of the given reality, it was clear that if any statementg
were going to be maae about the effects of bilingual programs over the’
years, there was a need to merge the existing data intu a cumprehensive
aatabase. This database could then serve not only as a repository from wience
informetion could be availabie for evaluation and research, but also as 8
gsource of data for decision-meking and propusal writing.

The Illinois Institute of Technolpgy's_Research‘;nstitute aeveloped
routines for building such a database, using their LEC's PDE-11/45 (Ripley,
1976). |(Interested parties wishing to obtain this sofiware shoula consult
the Illinois Office of Biucatiom, Bilirgual Section, Chicago, Illinvis.)
IIT designea programs which built nlcgical recorus™ for each stwent for
shom there were data. The staff "built" recorus in the sense that they
haa to construct routines for searching thruugh uata from aisparute testing
sessions ana years for multiple matches. Such matches, thean, would
{inaigate that the recorus belongea, in fuct, to tne same stuuent. The

outcume was a autabace with over 273 variables from 70 data files on a master
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The first testing session includeua the aumiristratiun of the Bilingual
Test Battery and the Inter-american Reauing Test. This session was aiviaea
into two parts: the Science, Social Studies, anu liath subtests of the BTB
were giveh at one sitting, ana after a break, the Attituues subtest of the
BTB and the I-A Reauing Test were auministered.

The second session includied the audministration of the lLictening, Reaning
ana Writing parts of the Saort Test of Linguistic Skiils, in Spunish and in
English. The subtests were given in one language in the morning, anu in the
other language in the afterncoun. As time allowed, the fourth grauers
were adiministered the Speaking subtest in Bnglish or Spanish inaividueally.

The third seesion ircluaed continuation ¢f the inuiviaual auministration
of the Speaking section of the STLS in Sparnisn anu English, ana the auministra-

tion of the I-a frueba de lLectura. In aauition, the Illinois Inventory

of Baucational Progress was given to the fourth grauers, i.e., the Headinyg
and Xathematics subtests.
with the approval of program administrators, teachers were askea to
release from their clascses for the testing sessicvns those stuwents designatea
as subjects in the study. RPach school pIuviued the test auministreators with
a roer ror testing purpcses. .
all tests, except the Speaking subtest of the STLS, were groug—
administereu. To aurinister the Speaking subtest of tne STLS, the chiluren
were individually testea. a native speaker of Spanish gave tne Spanish
subtest ard a nutive English speaker auministereu tne Engzlish subtest.
The test aaministrators were mainly Puerto Rican or iexican bilinguals, altnough
scme mounolingual Bnglish speakers gave the Englisn subtests.
Subsequently, the tests were hami-scorea by the same staff assistants.

The results were cuued onto Fortranm coding sneets frum which they were

keypunched. Keypunching und verificaticn gfr‘,cardsvora per formed by a

5
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The TOBE language and MLath subtests, level L, were auministereu in Fall
1972, in Winter 1973, ana in Spring 1973. Altogether, 1,844 Students took
the language subtest and 1,413 took thne iath subtest over the course of
that schouvl year (T:odle 9).

Levels 2-5 of tne I-a General Ability Test was edministered to 1,900

students in Fall 1974, and Level 3 elone was administerea %to 64 chilaren in

Spring 1975. Llevels 3 ana 4 of the I-a Habilidaa General, the Spanish
version of the same test, were aurinistered to 102 stuuents in Fall 1974.

The Bilingual Test Battery (BTB), level 1, was administerea to 783 chilaren
altogether: to 3rd and 4th graiers in Fall 1973, in Spring 1974, in Fall
1974, and aga;nmto the B=-3 and B-Q groups in Winter 1976. Level 2 was given
to'77 5th and Gth‘gradera in Fall 1975, while level 3 was given to three
8th greaers in Spring 1974 and to 108 7th and 8th graaers in Fall 1974.

The Primary level of the Self-Ubservation Scale (S(S) wus auministerea
in Pall 1974 to 1,643 children in grades l-4. The Intermediate lLevel weas
aaministered to 751 chilaren in greaes 5, 7, ana 8, at the same time.

Whereas the current researchers were unable to obtain an account of how tests were

actually administered before the beginning of this longituainal stuay in Fail

1975, test administraticn procedures for the schovl year 1975=76 were cerefully '
documented. The tests were auministerea by stuff’assistents of the Illiﬁois
Bilingual Evaluation.Center (wewnstate ), previvusly traineu for this task. Two
Fecple were sent to each of the 15 school aistricts in which testing touk

place. Although most of the staff assistants were bilinéual,‘eadﬁngggzzéd» o
& native Englida speakel anu a netive Spanish speaker as an aucitional
precaution. The tests were auministereu in three sessions, with g two~week

span bstween each session. Taus, the tests were aumini stereu within a six

week period from the miwule of January to the ena of February.
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Illinois evaluation went through a variety of phases with little, 1if any,
cohesive, continuing longituuinal overview. Thus, aata were collecteu in wﬂat
may seem like a disParate‘fashion. In reality, however, there were varicus
gshort-term plans for aata collection which were ag much concernea with
issues of test uevelouprent (such as -test reliability) as with the actuai.
achlevement of the youngsters testea. There was a reluctance to regort’
achievement scores before thg reliability and valiuity of the instruments were
established on Illinois bilinguel students. Iz uny event, the following
is a description of when the various measures were aaministerea. Table 9
provides a summéry overview to that effecte.

The I-a Anglish Reading Test, level 2. (Forms CE gg@!?g),was aumini sterea
in Fall 1974 to 505 2nd ard 3rd graders. Form DE of level 2 was given to 326
3rd end 4th graders in Winter 1975. Three levels of the I-a Leature (Levels
2-4, Forms C¥s ard DPs) were edministered in Spring 1974 to 556 étuaents'
levels 3 and 4 in Fall 1974 to 485 studemts, and Level 2, Furm C Bs, in Vinter
1876 to the B~-3 ard B-0 group 3rd and 4th greaers.

The Short Test of Linguistic Skills (STLS ) was euministerea to the B=3
ana B-0 group 3ru and 4th gra;ers during Winter 1976« The Reading ana iath
subtests from the Illinois Inventory of Eaucational progress (I1=2) were
auministerea to B-3 am B-0 group 4th grauers in Winter 1976. as well.

The STTP tests of Listening anu writing were aarinistered to 170 4th-
9th-graae students in Fail 1974. Llevel 4 was auministered to 4th anu 5th
graaers, level 3 to 7th, 8th, anu 9th graaers.

The Boehmw test was aaministereu six times between Fall 1972 unu Fall 1974,
both in Spanish ana in Zaglishe vurirg that time, Part 1 of the Spanish
versiun, for example, was given to &s many as 917 stuuents (Spring 1974)
and to as few as 58 (Fall 1974) anu to no one at all in winter 1973

(See Table 9). r)q
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the continuation of bilingual program funding.

The test has three levels: level 1 covers grades 3 and 4, level 2
covers graies 5 ama 6, ana Level J covers graies 7 and 8. TFor each level,
the 80-item test is divided into four subtests: mathematics (20 items),
social stuwiies (20 items), science (20 items), ani attituues (20 itema}.
The special feature of this test is that the items are presented to the
chilaren in Spanish anu ZTnglish concurrently. or oppusite sliaes of the page.
The chiluren are engouragea to reaa the items in the langusge with which they

ars more familiar. Tne test is group auministerea angm}s not t;mpd-

9) Self-QObservation Scales (SUS]

The Self-Gbservation Sceles, aevelopea by the National Testing Service,
LUurhem, North Carolina, consist of a group-administerea instrunent.at the
[Cimary ana intermediate levels, with versions in Poglish am in Spenisxe
The trimary level (intended for graies £-3) consists of 45 items. It measures
five aimensions of children's affective behavior: Self acceptance, Social
wWaturity, School affiliation, achievement lotivation, amy Self Security.5
Tne Intermed iate level (intenuea for graues 4-6 ) consists of 60 items.
1t measures the seme five dimensions as on the Frimary form ana auds three

more: Teacher affiliation, Social Confidence, ana reer Affiliation.

The norms for the primary level were based on a sample of 9,030

stmaents in graies K-3, am the norms for the intermeuiate level were

based on a sample of 7,580 chilaren in graues 4-6. Special attention was
gaia to the social, geographic and socioeconumic characteristics of the
participating schoolse In all, 150 schools nationwiae purticipatea in the
noming of the test.

bs Test Administration

as mentioped in the introauction to this chapter on evaluation of

bilingual schoolirzg in moderate-to-small school districts, the aownstate
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‘to proviae an estimate of the ability to ab academic work in generwl. The
verbal subtest measuree the unuerstanding of written language ana the ability
to rgcognize rélatiunships arong concepts expresseu by worus. The nog-verbal
Bubtest tests for a grasp of relationships among concepts represented by
pictorial stimuli. The mathematics Bubt?st usseasses the ability to think quanti-
tatively through exercises in arithmetic computation and reasoning.
The test has six levels to it, each having a& Fnglish ana a Spaniah_
version. This study used levels 2-5, which are aescribea belows
a) Level 2 is to be aiministered to 2nd-and 3ra-graae chilaren.
The test consists of 100 items diviuea into 2 purts: a verbal-
numerical suﬁtest'(éo items ) anu a nun-verbal subtest, which
consists of classification and amalogies (40 items).
b) Level 3 is to be saministerea in graues 4-6. It is a timed
test which consists of 150 items; It has three subtests:
verbal (sentence comfletion aml word selection), non-verbal
(figures, analogies, figure classification}), and numer ical
(computation and number geries).
¢) Level 4 is for gredes 7-9, and consists of 150 items with
the sare format as Level 3.
d) level 5 is for graaes 10 through 13 (i.e., first yeer college ).
It is timed, and comprises 156.1tems,_§itp.thg same format as for
Levels 3 am 4.
8) The Bilingual Test Battery (BTB]
The Bilingual Test Batt;ry (BTB) was ueveloped by the Lepsrtment of
Research end Evaluation of the Chicago Boura of Faucation. The BTB is
aesigned to asseas both achievement in the content areas of math, science,
and socisl stuaies, anu attituaes toward eelf. Items weie constructea
on the basis of a review of both stamuaraizeu ana teacher-maue tests ana on

the basis of prugram objectives as listed in school aistricts' progosals for

Q R . - ae g e e e e - q.;
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administration to kindergarten and first-graue students. 'The test was
developsa to identify and offer remedial help to children who do not have
the linguistic-conceptual level of cdm;rehension expectea of theme The test
" has two parts, eagh having its o=n booklet (numbered 1 and 2, respegtively).
Theie are both Spanish and English versicns, forms 4 and B respectively.

The test consists of 50 sets of pictoriel items which are organized in
order of’difficulty. For each item, the test aaminstrator describes a
depicted_concept to the chilaren ani then instructs the chilaren to mark

the plcture which corresponds to the concept. Tre test can be administered

On a group basis ana is not timed.

6) The Test of Basic ¥xperiences {TURE)

The Language and Methematics subtests from a battery of tests of
basic experience published by loGraw=-Hill, were selecteu for aaministration
to bilingual stuwients in downstate I1linois. accoraing to the authors, tuis
test battery is uesiéneu accoruirg to the premise thut exjeriences ana
agsocieted learning 6pportunities vary considerably among chilaren. The
test is basea on the tﬁeory that far a pﬁpil to progress in school, he must
master certain concepts and skills which are often acquireu before his
exposure to formal education. The level L form, for kinuergarten ana
graae 1, wasg celected for this study. There are both English ard Spanish
versions of'the test. The publichers report an-average Kucer~Richaruson

20 reliability coefficient of .82 ana assure content validity.

7) The Inter—american Tests of General ability (I-a General sbility

& Habilidad General)

The Tests of General Ability (Guidance Testing associates, 1967a, 1967b, 1973)

and its Spanish version Prueba de Habilidad Geﬁefall were aevelopsa undaer
the direction of the late 'Dr. Herschel T. Manuel and published by Guiuance
Testing associates, "sustin, Texas. accoraing to the gublishers, these tests

are not intenaed to measure general inteliigence, but are intenueu rather
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3) Tane Illinois lnventory of RBuucatioral Progress (IIEP)

The Illinois Inventory of Eddcational;P?ﬁgreég(IIEP} was aevelopea by
the Assessment and ﬁvaluation Planning Section of the Illinoils Office of
Biucation to provide the State with a camprehensive inventory of the State's_
educational progress in selected subject areas, at three key puvints in the

students' public schooling.- The inventory is primarily concerned with

‘the assessment of Msurvival skilla® in reading, mathematics, eto. Accoruing

to the develogers, "the IIEP provides for a systesnatic, continuous, census-like
survey of knowle&ge. sitllls, and understanding establishea by stuuents in

three age groups (9, 13, and 17 years of age) and three graue levels

{4, 8, amd 11)" (Illinois Office of Education, 1976} The inventory covers
six different subject areas: Reading, Xathematics, Science, Social

Studies, Writing, Gareer and Occupational Uevelopment, as well a3 sume selscted
dimensions bf the affective and psychomotor aamaine This present stuay

used only the Reading and Mathematics subtestse

4) Sequential Tests of Pducatioral Progress (STEr]

The Sequential Tests of‘Enucational rrogress (ST=P) Series II is pdbliShea by
the Baucational Testing s§rvice. It consists of a battery of achievement
tests designea to measure students' progress in academic areas. The STE?
Listering and vWriting Tests were selected for this studye. accoraing to the
publishers, the tests are supposed éb ass;ss strength of performance, rather
than speea, although they are timed.' The publishers indicate the tests were
standard¢ized on a representative population within the Unitea States, and
norms are provided. Levels 2-4 of the test have been used in aownstate
Illinois, with Level 4 corresponding to éiédé% 4-5, Level 3 to graaes 7-9,
aprd level 2 to grades 10-12.

5) Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (Boebhm)

This test, published by the Psychological Corporation, is designea to

assess the child's knowledge of basic conceptse. It is intended for "T
20
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For the Spunisha version of the test, the first criterion was satisfied but
not the second ous, i1f we can assume that all the chiluren were native speakers
of Spanish and that English predominated in the comnmunitye For the English
tests, the second condition was satisfied but :mt the first. Due to this
discrepancy, the children in the bilingual progrems were gliven both Spanish
and English versions of the test ons level lower than the level corfes;:onding
to the grade that they mré attend ing.

2) The Snort Test of Linguistic Skills (STLS )

The Short Test of linguistic Skills (STLS) was ueveloped by the Depait-
ment of Reseerch and Evaluation of the Chicago Boara of Eaucation to
measure language daminance in childiren whose native language is not
Bnglish. According to the authors, the test attempts to be nrgulture fair®
in its content selection ana considers the child's first language as-a zoint
0of reference in isolating problems that the student might}ﬂavp_ wit__h__Ep“glish
(Chicago Board of ®iucation, 1976). The test is aveilable in 1l perallel
forms, including Fnglish, arabic, Chinese, Greek, Itallan, Jabanese, horean,
Phillgino, Polish, Spanish, and Vietnamess, The English and Sganis forms
were used in this studye.

The test ig intended for aiministration to chilaren in graaes 3 through

8. It has four sibtests: Listening, Reauing, Writing, ana Speaking.

Euch subtest has 20 items divided into four parts. T:ithq._:_-z oai_:.h part,

the items are ordered accoraing to difficulty. The listening, reauing, am
writing subtests are group-administered, and the speaking subtest isAaaﬁinisf;?eiz'ad
inuividually. The test was normed on 252 third grauers ana 248 fourth graders
in Fall 1976 and norms are available.upor request. EHuder-Richeruson 20

reliability coefficiemts rangea from a low of .83 (Spanlsh Readirg, 3rd grauers)

to & high of .97 (English Sgeaking, 4th greders) (Tabdle 8).




developed under_the direction of the late Jr. Hersckel T. lanual and
are published by Guidance Testing assoclates (1967a, 1967b, 1973 )¢ accoruing
to the author, these tests not only measure reaai.ng’but form a. basis
nfor estimating ability to do school work in other areas in which the
ability %o re-ad is relat;d to achievemént" (Eavassy, 1972). 'The tests were
aeveloped by educators from Puerto Rico, idexico, and Texas. e
The publishers report thatEEh:e;l_anguage of the tests was chosen to avoid local
idioms, and instead to use “standard' language that could be under stooa
generally" (Guidance Testing Apsociates, 1967a). It is also reporteu that
the English and Spanish versions of the test were checked for similarity
of difficulty at all levels, gradies K-12. Llevels 2-4 of the Spanish |
x-rersion (Forms CEs anl DEs) ami of the English versicn (Forms CE and DE)‘[ )
were used in this study.

Level 2 has three subtests: Level of Comprehensivn. (40 items],
Speed of_c;cfrizgepfxi.s;ion (30 items), ana Vocabulary (40 items). 4t this
level, the ch'ild chooses a picture which is sugggsted by a printea word,
a phrase, a sentence, or a paragrapi. ievels 3 anu 4 have the same subtest
gormat as Level 2, but substitute written for pictorial stimuli. The tests
are timed and group administered. Reliability coefficients (K’uécr—aicharnson
20) were calculated for both the English ana Spanish versions Level 2, using
groups of downstate Illinois third and fourth gruaers (Fall 1976) respectively.
In all cases, Total-test reliability was .95 or higher. Complete réliability
data appear in Table 8.

There were problems in deciuing specifically which levels of tne test
to administer to the bilingual children in the study. The grade-level
designations are based on two criteria: 1) that the chilaren shoula be

native speakers of the language of the test, and 2) that the language of

the test shoula be used actively in the environment in which the cnild lives.
' Qe '
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4
and 19% reportedly spoke English more than Spanish.

Looking at the teachers' appraisals of their own language proficiency,
87% of the teachers rated their gpoken Spanish bility as either "gooa" or
mnative,” while 65% of the teachers rafea their spoken English ability as
"native.® In contrast, only 50% of the teacher aides were rated by
teachers as having native command of Spanish and 56% as having native
command of Engiish. Thus, the teachers appéér th» have been Spanish-
dominant on the whole, while aides were characterized by dominance in both
directionss This finding regaraing language aominance is in contrast to
that 0f teachers amu aiues in other bilingual programs in Chicago ana in the
rest of tbe country especially in the Southwest (see Cohen, {?75. Ch. &, for
an example ). In parts of the Southwest, for example, parents were upset,
at least at the outcet of the bilingual programs, that-most, if not all of
the Spanish-language instruction seemea to be provided exclusively by teacher
aides, who were not considered as qualified as the teachers. Iliinois
is to be acknowledgea for having recruitea teachers with strong Spenish
skiils to teach in bilirgual programs. |
4. Method

a. JInstrumentation

Between Fall 1972 and Spring 1976, a series of instruments, incluaing
tests of language dominance, reuadi ng, achiéevement in the content subjedts,
and attitudes were given to children attending bilingual programs in downstate
Il1linois, The following is a uéscriptiou of these tests, with
inaication as to the level or form of the test used in this stuuy ana the
graue level(s) to which it corresponas.
1) The Inter-american English and Spanish keauiny Tests (l-A feaaing

& Lectura|

The Test of Reauing ard its Spunish equivalent frueba ae lecturu were
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Thess teachers had taught in their aistrict's bilirgual program for‘four
years, on the average.
The teachers 1ndicatea differences in the moaels of bilingual schuoling

that they emﬁloyedvih'thef'élaSsroomsJ The most commonly-usea mouel

wag the hal f-day Silinguai [F cgram, where chilaren attenuced the bilingual
program for half a day and the regular progrem for the other half. 39% of

the teachers were involved in this approache The seccna most common ﬁrogram
was that of tutorial pull-out. In this program the child attenceu the
bilingual classroam for only an hour or so each aay. Soumetimes he receivea
an English-as-a-second-language or & culture lesson (with emphasis cn the
culture of his ethnic group) during that time. 37% of the tea;hers inaicatea
that they used this model. Cther mcaels reported were the team—teaching
model (founa in 13% of the classrvems), where the class hed one bilingual

and one regular teacher who taught together all the time, ana the self-counteined
bilingual classrom (impleﬁented by 11% of the classrooms), where the Shila
spent all the time in a bilinguel classroom with & bilingual teacher.v Twenty-

four teachers (75% 0f those responding) reportea thet they haa a teacher

aiue in their classrocms as well, thus bringing the uverayge stuaent-staff
ratio to 1l childrer per auult.

Three-quarters of the teachers reporteu that chilaren whu hau been in the
bilingual progrem since its inception received beginning instruction ihn
¥ngilish ana Spanish reading concurrently.

Regaraing language use in the classroom, twenty-five teachers (78%)
specified that they used Sganish in their classroom primerily for the
following purposes: Spanish language arts instruction, as a meaium of
instruction for all subjects, anc for general classroom interaction.

They reported Speaking Spanish approximately 30% of the time on the average.

With respect to student language use patterns at school, they reportea

that on the average 52% of their stuuents spoke English ana Spanish

Q e e ——
« . . : \
ERIC about half the time, 29% reportedly SPO%H.?p?PiSh. more than English,,

o

P)




15.
English to their parents than were B~0 group children. In both cases, chil rena
used considerably more Spanish with parents than English (Table 7). B-3

group students were reported using mostly English amorg themselves (75% just ®nglish),

while B-0 group students were Teported using mostly Spenish (51 just Spanish ve._
315 just English). B~0 group families tenuea to be in more Anglo communities
;here the language of the neighborhood was English.

Thus, the comparative picture is oﬁe of more establighea Spanish-speaking
farilies (the B-3 group) vs. more recent immigran£ families (the B~0 group),
with the former having stronger ®nglish language skills, better euucational:
backgrounas, ana scmewhat better jobs. Kather than avoiaing comparison of
B~-3 anu B-0 group students' performance at sqh‘o.o}. because of these baseline
aifferences, we felt that comparisons should still be madie, but paying
careful attention to such initial differences as the longitudinal study .
progresses. The basic issue might actually concern the extent of the ueficit
tﬁat the more recent immigrants really have at the outset, given such backgrouna
differences as those enumerated above. Just as bilingual schooling itself is not
a static process, but rather an ever-changing orce given the aavances in the
field, so student characteristics as well as parental characteristics do not
remain static. These characteristics change with the assimilation anu
acculturation processes.. Thus,. the aecision here was-to consiuer these-
initial uifferences as importent intervening variables to be watched Closely
over time anu to be considered seriously when interpreting any comparative

results between the 3-3 and B~0 grouyp chiluren.

Ce iDescription of Bilingual Schooling Treatments

During Winter 1976, questionnaires were distributea to the teachers who
" taught the B-3 and B-0 group childreniincludea in tie longitudinal atudy "
(see appenuix C). The teachers sampled representeu fifteen schoul aistricts

which hadi implemented bilingual education on or before Se, tember 1972. Thirty-

two teachers returned the questionnaires out of a pupulation of 75, hence 43%e
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" born in the U.S. (10%) (see Table 7).

With respect to education and occupation, the B~3 futhers ie_hggg} to

'Have completed more higher eiucation and tended to have slightly better jobs

then B-0 group perents. There was also some indication that B=3 mothers
had better jobs than B-0 mothers (Table‘ 7). There was greater reported
illiteracy among mothers in reading of Spanish in the B-0 group than in the
B-3 group., _w'}}i_lle‘_t'.h_e groupe had similar limitations in reaaing Englishe
The B~-3 group parents reported speaking English better than the B-0 group,
and th§ B-3 fathers reporteu better English resuing skills, commensurate
with their higher eaucation, better jobs, and longer regsiuence in the
U.S. (Table 7)e Student differenaes in reported Spanish reading skill slightly
tavered the B-0 groupe. ‘Thereas 35% of the 3-0 group were rated "goud®, only
28% of the B-3 group were S0 rated. In Fnglish reeaing, nowever , the B-3 grc.mp
excelled dramatically (748 of B~3 grougp rep.orted good or native ve. 5%
of B-0 group reported good or native). In English speaking, the B~-0 group
were reportea to have as many &s 47% in the "little or none” categariesy
while the B-3 group hed only 8% so rated.

language use patte.rns elso showed differences between the B-3 and
B-0 groups, more s for.fathers am for stuadents than for motherse.
Eothers' home language use indicated somewhat more English in the B—=3 group
than in the B-0 group (19% vs. 8% ]e E_‘g.xthafs of B-3 group students

generally reported using more #nglish or both English ana Spanish at

home, outsiae the hame, and in reaaing and Jictening to the radio than

‘tdid NB—D fathers. B-3 stuuents themselves were also regortea using more Pnglisn
tpen B-0 stuuents at home, for reaulng, watcning T.V., ana listening to the
radio (Table 7).

B~3 group parents reported using moTe Englisn with their children

than B~-{ group parents. Likewise, B-3 chilaren were reported speeking more
29
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Thus, in summary, the majority of the’ parents were of latin american
heritage, half being recent resiaents of 111inois. Their euucational
- backgrounae were limited primarily to the e lementary level, their families were
large, the men worksd mainly as manual. laborers, and the women wero
housevives. The parents were generally more proficient in Spanish thean ia
English and used Spanish more frequently. Thelr chilaren were either balancead
bilinguals or uominagﬁ,;n English and were reported to use .nglish mo re than

Span iah.

2] The B-3 Gruvs- _the B-O Group

It is important to inalcate the major differences between the B-3 group
(the group with 3+ years of bilingual schooling at the start of the 1575-76
school year) and the B-0 group (the group Jjust beginning bilingual schooling
at the 3ra ard ith-grade levels at that time). The very fact that the B-0 group
were starting bilingual programs in graues 3 or 4 is an inaication that these
pupils included recent arrivals to those school districts, very possibly
as immigrants from Mexico, ruerto Rico, or Cubae In that this is A continuing
longitueinal study, it will be possible to see which initial aifferences

between the B~3 anu B-0 groups with respect to background characteristics

disappear over time and which persiste

.a§ it turns out” in this case, there  were-basic aiferences-inrbaseline.
comparative data relating to the following areas: birthpldce of the parents
ani chiluren, parents' occupation, mother's schooling, parents’ ama children';
language skills and language use patterns. (Complete comparative aata may be
found in appeniix B to Ripley (1976 e

7ith respect to birthplace, 51% of the B-3 grQUp‘were born in the U.S.

and 30% in latin america, whereas only 187% of the B~-0 group were born in the

U.S. and 63% in Latin america. heTeas fewer B-3 grow parents were born

in the U.S. than their chiluren (BO%J.fewef still B~0 group parents were
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with their reported language ability. rarents tendea to use"Spanish exclusively

at home (767 of mothers, 6345 of fathers). They tendeu to read in Spanish

(67% of mothers in Sparish alone, 11% in both, 21% in English only; 45/

of fathers in Spanish, 13} 1in both, 24} in English) and listen to Spanish

radio programs (58% of mothers, 46% of fathers). ¥ith respect to T.V., fathers

watched }nore English rograms (3684 English only, 21% in both, 28% in Spanish

only)e. Most parents also repdrtea vsing just Spanish when speaking with

each other. When speaking to. their children, the parents reported slightly

more English use (687 used just English, 15% used both, and 15% just English ).

The children were reported speaking Spanish back to their parents,but not

as frequently (58% just Spanish, 14% both, anmi 23% f.nglish only ). In

contrast to language directed at parents, & full 57% of the chiluren were

reported to speak only English emong themselves, with 17% using both, ama

only 23% using Spanish excluéively. In fact, the children in general

were reported to use ;nore Englich than Spanish at home altogether

(49% English only vs. 31% Spanish only). More children read oaly in

Englisn (61% English, 16% both, 13% Spanish’), more listensd to raaio in

English (69% English, i2% both, 13% Spanish), and watcheu T.V. in English

{69% only English, 12} both, 137 Spanish oniy)s (With regard to T.Ve, it

is fair to say that the selection of progrums was far greater in English, which

would help explain both perental end chilaren T.V. languege use patterns. )
(utside the home, the mothers continuea to use primarily Spanish

(53-;7, Spanish only, 7% both, 22% English only). aslmost as many fathers, on

the other hand, reportea using. é_n_ly Bnglish as_r_epﬁx_'te:i'using only Spanish

(35% Jjust English vs. 40% just Span.ish)-_ Such would be a re‘sult of the

types of jobs they had found--i.e., in which English was required. Orly

1% of the fathers who Tesponded to the quéstion reported waing both

Bogl ish and Spanish outside the home.

[
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There was an averege of 5 chiluren per family and-it would seem that
many of these chiluren were actually participating in bilingual eaucation
programs. Uhen asked how many children were currently pﬁ}gg@ing_o:;hed
attended bilingual programs, 26% of the parents said "two,” 18% said "three,"
114 said "four,” and 80 on. The neighborhoods that they moved into wers
lergely anglo (53%) and 81% of the neighborhood spoke either English only §r
English as well as Spanish. ‘

Fathers anu mothers had similar educational backgrounas, with the bulk
of each group having only an elementary schcol eaucation (Table 6)s With
respect to occupation, the fathers were preiominantly manual leborers am
the mothers mestly housewives (Table 6).

Hegaruing oral language skills, 85% of the mothers ana 8C3 of the
fathers reported having Spanish skills that were from auequate to native-lika,
whereus only 34 of the mothers ana 37% of the fathers reported Rnglish-speaking
skills that were from adequate to native~like. Jith respect to literacy,

62% of the mothers ana 60% of the fathers reported Sgenish reading skills

as from auequate to native-like, while oniy half as many of the parents (29%
of mothers aca 31% of fathers) reported adequate to native-liks reaaing skills
in English. In fact, 47% of the mothers and 30% of-the fathers reporteu no
Enélish reaaing ability at all.

While the parents appeared to be Spanish~dominant, they répgrted;fhsir'
children as being strong in English, perhaps even. English~dominant. For example,
72% of the children were reported by their parehts to have from adequate to native-
liks English speaking skills, compered to 58% reportea to have native-like Spanish
speaking skills. Furthermore, two-thirds of the chilaren (66%) were saia to have
from adequate to native-like English reading skills, whereas oniy half (49%) were
reported to have from adequate to native-like Spanish resaing skills.

The reportea language use patterns of parents anu chilaren were consistent

12
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studentb wno were just beginning bilingual achoolinge. Hence, a secuond group.of
third graders (N=66) and fourth graders (N=49) just beginning bilingual
schooling was selected for comparative purposes (referred to as the B-0
group). Thus, in essence, the B=3 group formed a group for continuing
longitudinal study and the B-0 group initially a comparison group, but with
the intention of the B~0 group's also becoming a group to Se followed longi-
tudinally from their point of entry into bilingual progrems. Since mosg;“'
if not all bilingual students were receiving some bilingual schooling
during the 1975~76 year, it was not possible to find a genuine control
groupe The comyromise aéproach was to use as a comparison group, students
who were just beginning bilingual schooling, hence the selection of the B-0
groupe.

4As gtated above, the‘parents of these 333 chilaren were mailea a bilingual
questionnaire to f£1ill out in ¥Finter 1976. 111 of the sets of parents of the
B-3 group students respunded (51%) ami 71 sets of parents of the B-G group
respondea (623 ).

Spanish~¥nglish bilingual pupils were selectea for intensive stuay because
they comprised the ¢verwhelming majofity ot bilingua; students.downstate.

First, we will provide some demographic characteristics for the B-3 and
B-0 group students and their femilies combined. Then, we will focus on

’

differences between the B~-3 and B~0O student s.

1} gGeperal Description

The majority of the parents were born in Latin Amer ica, l.e., Mexico,

Puerto Rico, ana Cuba (637 vse. 204 in the U.S. ). PFewer of their childaren
2
were born in Latin America (46% vse 35% in the U.S.}s The families haa

resiaed primarily in Illinois during their years in the U.S. While 18% of tke
parents were actually born in Illinois, 33% had lived there for from 7 to

25 years. The remaining 47% haa lived in I}linois for from one to 6 years.

Migrants to Illinois came preaominantly from Texaa or from lexico.

)
4
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rd

used both languageS. ‘When speaking to their friemas, English apparently

predominated to an even greater extent. 467% were reporteu to use English,

237 reported using their home larguage, ana 31% using both Englidn_ggé__v

thelir home langusge..
The 1974-75 questionnaire also requested the language listened to on
radio gnd television and that used for reading the paper, magazines, and
bvokse The primery language reportedly usea by stwents in these meaia
was Englishy Table 4 presents the percentages of stuuents using either
®nglish, the home language, or both, for media.
The uistribution of students\testeu by graue ﬁere alco obtaineu for foﬁr
years of bilingual schooling, 1972-1976. The number of students in each
graae are given in Table 5. These figures are compilea only for stuaents
in the database who haa valid responses. It is important to continually
muke this point clear because unfortunately a considerable number 0f cases haa
to be uiscaried for lack of valid data entries(usually due to poof key
punching ard verifying) or due to an inability to ildentify the stuuents at

all.

b semple foF" Lonpitudingl Study
The pupila selectea for lorngitudinal stuay attenued bilingual eaucation
programs in 15 different school districts in Illinois. The aatabase provided
us with a group of Spanish-speaking third grauers (N=109) and foufth grauers
(N=109 ) who were identified as having been in a bilingual program for at least
three years as of Fall 1975 (referreu to as the B-3 group). The
rationale for _chgqging. ) only these graue levels was to obtain
a sample of chiluren whose only schocling experience hau beern through
bilingual eaucation in downstate Illinoise.
It was not possible to fini a genuine control group sizce most, if not

all bilingual students were receiving some bilingual schooling durirng the

1975-76 year. The compromise approach was to use as a comparison group,

44
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tﬁe gradea, but that new students still appear as late as graae 12 (N=24)
(see Table 2}.

approximately 3054 ‘of the students in the database had entered a bilingual
program in 1972-73, 214 in 1973-7.4, and 487 in 1974-75. The yeer in which the
students were bo‘rn ranged from 1956 to 1969, but the majority were born afier
1965 (Table 3). - There is an equal representation of males ami femules
(50.5% vs. 49.5%) in the database. However, 19% of the records did not
contain this item of information.

The single most common birthplace of the parents was Mexico: 45% of the.
fathers ami 44% 0of the mothers were born ‘ther.o. The next most predominant
birthplaces of parents were either the U.S. Soutwest (18% of the fathers ama
19% of the mothers) 6r other regions of the United States (17% of the fathexrs
ana 18% of the mothers). Other birthplaces represented were Central america,
Cuba, Puerto Rico, South America, China, Japan, Greece, Italy, and other
Furopean countries. uost of the students (56%) were born in the U.S. or had
lived in the U.S. over 10 years (Z%). Of the remaining 41%, 9% bad lived in
the U.S. for from 6 to 10 years, 13% for between 3 and 5 yeers, amd 20% fcr one
to 2 years. Unfortunately as many as 35% of the cases in the database did
not contain this data, for whatever reasonse.

Gver two-thirds (70% ) of the stulents in_the datebase indicated Spenish
as the principle home language. Twenty-seven percent also indicated Engliah
as a language used at home. Chinese and Gre-ek were also indicatea as home
languages. Sixty-two percent of the valid z'occ;rds indicated tha.t the
stuaents usea their rinciple home language when speaking to their father,
while 17% used English and 217 used both. Smilar figures nere found - for
the language stuuezts repeatedly usea when sgeaking to their mothers: 67%
ugea their principle home language, 15% usea English, and 175 used both.
<hen the stuuents spoke to their brothers api sisters, on the other hand,

only 37’,3 used their home language, while 36% /\;sea Erglish armd 2% reportealy
’ fung
LU
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who were in bilingual programs during the 1974-75 school year (see Appenaix 4.
The second questionnaire was sént in Winter 1976 to parents of those 333

30d and 4th graders tested during the 1975-76 school year (i. e,, 218 stuaents
from the B-3 group an& 115 stuaents from tﬁa B-0 group) (see appenaix B).
Other 1ngormation was obtained directly from the students' corputerized
records that accompanied test scores (i.e., information that woula-usually

bé filled ocut on the front of a test jacket). Such information includaed school
district, graae of entry and-year of entry into a bilingual rograsm, birth

date, ana sex. All of these data were entered into the aatabase.

a. The General Characteristics of the Database for Illinois Downstate

Bilingual Schooling

The following is a general uescription of the aatabase, containing

downstate Illinois data up through Fell 19%5,including 1974-75 questionnaire
‘data. Questionnaire data from .1975-76.arediscussed in Section 3.b, below.

Note tbhat the overall database contains more than just Spanish-English

bilingual program students, although this group forms the majority.

4,579_students. Of these 44 school districts, the Elgid, Jollet and Waukegan

school districts have the most. representation.with 407, 549.and. 550 stuaents,
respectively. Total pumbers of-stﬁdenté £§ district anﬁ their relative
frequencies compared to thé;totél poPni;tion are found in fable le These
numbers reflect %he students in the aatabase whoventered a bilingual program
in their respective district sometime between 1972 and 1975 for whom data
exist in the database.

Most of the students in the database (48%) entered a.bilingual program
while they were in Kindergarien or first graue. Table 2 presents the
distribution of students accoraing to the graues that they were in upon

entering a bilingual progrem. we can see that numbers uecrease up through

46
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crosg-section of students.

d. How does the sociolinguistic environment at home effect language

- 4.perf6rmance at school? Specifically,

L) How does exposure to medla, Tadio ami television, in Spanish

and English influence language per formance?

'2) Bow does student's choice of language in speaking to mother,

féther. end siblings relate to language at achool?
This is just one set of research questions attempting to relate backgr ound
charaﬁteristics to performance outcomes. The database actually offers uan
0pp6rtunity to relate meany other background va;iables to performence outcomes.
The present analysls was selected because it relates soaiolinguistic epvironment
variables to performance outcomes in & rigorous way. Fishman (197?) ~ notes
the lack of research efforts to Aetermine the direct influence of comrunity
and parental factors oz schievement in bilingual programse Fishman pointe
out how previous stuuies, such as Cohen (1975, have employed community

variables, but not as independent wariables or as predictors of achiement

outcome 8.

3. Database Population

The population of students entering iﬁto this eavluatioa consist of two

basic groups. The first is a cross-section of stuuents graue i-9 for whom
‘at least one piece of data was collectea at any point between Fall 1972 ana Spring
1975. The esconu group is a special group 0of 218 3rd apa 4th graaers who were
identified as having been in a bilingual program. for at least three yeurs
'as 0f Fall 1975 ana for whom longituainal aata already existed (group B-3,
n=218) or as having just entered a bilingual proéram, at the 3rd or 4th grade level
in Pall 1975 (B~O group, n=1l5 ). '

Most of the information available oOn the population unaer stuay came from

Q two questionnaires. O(ne was aaminstered to about 3,000 perents of students

in grades K~-3 acd to the students tibmsef;qﬁ 1d”gfa§;é'a‘and above, Ary
_ Ar




1) What is the effect of nurber ¢f yeers in bilingual schooling
on English and Spanish reaaing achievement?

2) What ig the effect of number of years in bilingual Schooling

on listening, speaking, ~ana writing English anu Spanieh?

Questions of language proficiency concern legislators, teachers, anu euucational
aaministrators. uoré specifically, it is the hope of eaucators in_;;liég;g_"
that bilingual programs will strengthenboth languages, especially English.
Whereas legislators in Illincis put emphasis on rapid and successful transition
to ®nglish, they are also concerned about the effect 0f sach programs on the
maintenence of fluency and literacy in the students' home language.

k. Do students in & bilingual progrem achieve t a rate commensurate

with their age,_ability, and graue level in all subject areas? Unfortunately,

this question cannot be answered directly with Illinois downstate data since
there are no state norms for most tests (especially tests in Spanish) and
many tests were not taken statewide. However, we can ask the question as

to whether years of bilingual schooling is associated with increases in general

- ability and in academic achieverent. Specifically,
1) <That effect does years of bilingual schooling have on the develupment
of general abilities—basic language concepts (wora relationships,
classificatiors, enalogles) and mathematical cencepts (computation
and number ceries)t -
2) That effect.aoes years of bilingual schouling have on achievement
in the content subjects (i.e., math, science, and social studies)?

@ Do ircreased yeers in & bilingual program foster poeitive attitudes

toward self, school, and comrunity? A basic tenet of bilingual schooling is
that a bilingual pupil's use 0f his mother tongue, particularly in a program
that enhances his ethnic background, will concurrently instill within him

or reinforce positive attitudes towaru self, school, ana qommunity- This

gtudy providea an opportunity to ask this question of a rather substantial

ERIC  ~77. 48
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the outcomea) are not included in the database and will not, consequently, be treatea
in this chapter, with the exception of the teachers' despriptiens of their classrooms
(3.¢y below)e (Findings from proc;ss evaluations are included as part of the
specifically process-oriented study reporteu on in Chapter__, "sssessing the
Process of Bilingual Schooling®™ (Gercelon & Seelye]).
Assessnent in this section focuses primarily on the effect of bilingual

schooling ana home envirorment on student outcomes (the prouuct). No attempt
is maue to evaluate the curriculum or the methods of instruction. 4n effort
was made to re-utilize in the ongoing evaluation the best of the former
assessment measures, adaing new measures intendeu to enchance insights as to
outcores from bilingual schooling-—-such as ; new Illinois State test of survival
skills in reading and math (the Illinois Inventory of Bducational Progress) and
a Chicago-developed short test of bilingual speaking, listening, reaaing ana“l
writing skills (the Short Test of Lingulstic Skills).

In briqf. then, the aims of this atudy were:

- to locate and describe aisparate aata from former years.

- to ada to the best of these data new data 0f value.

- to isbia¥§;é_g§§ble sample for continuing research.

' - to make product Statements, however qualifiea, about the effects of _

‘bilingual schooling on language ability, achievement, and self-concept. —
Generally, we attempted to evalugte with the intent of improving, not

defend ing, ongoing programs in bilingual education in avwnstate Illinoise.

2. Research Questions

The follouwing are a series of Specific research questions intended

to give the presentation of f#indings a cleerer, more’ preciss focus. These
questions are meant to reflect questions askea about bilingual schooling

by a variety of different interest groups.

a. Do students in'a bilingual program over gseveral years achieve

fluency and literacy in two languages? In particular, ,459




3.
programs, but in the case of retrospective aata, limitatiops on the data

restricted the range of questions for which emswers could be obtainea.

It ie unfortunetely rather common for program evaluation to be a pick-up-tbe-

e m—— - e -

pieces" effort, taking place after the program is well into the implementa-

_____

tion phass. This situation is sometimes (as in Illinois). provoted by the

inconclusive efforts of early evaluatorse This means that whereas the later

evaluators my prefer to evaluate a_program having clearly-uefinea cneracter—

LT g

istics, thus making the results of evaluation more easily interpretable, such

is often impossible —— unless the new evaluators intervene and change the very

nature of the progrem on a post hoc¢ basise.

When working at the cross-district level, as in downstate Illinois
(15 selected districts), rather than at the level of one &chool aistzist or
even one individual school (unit) within that distrhiot,. there is the further
reality that "the™ bilingual treatment is en assortment of treatments,
sometimes changing in nature several times auring the school year. Part of
the task at hend, then, was ﬁ@héiiein_gonsensds as to the principle
characteristics of downstate I1linois bilingual programs.

In part because of limitations or existing §ata and in part out of
a qesife to continue the research effort longituainally, new uate were
collected during the 1975-76 school yearsy both frum subjects alremay hevieg-»
records in the database and from new subjeefe. By Spring 1976, the aatabase
provided opportuniﬁies to assess language ability, achievement, self-concept,

and the relation between hcme language use and stuaent language performance
at school.
The retrospective aata were generally concerned with the "proauct®

(outcomes of bilingusal schooling), generally either on a "sumative" basis
rd

(i.e., at the end of the years) or, occasionally, or a "formative" basis

(i.es, at several intervals over the course of the yeers: e.g., Fall, Winter,

Sgringle uata froam "process" evaluation (assessment of the means of achieving

o0
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This evaluation was intended as one of improvement-oriented evaluation

(1.e., results were intended to lmprove the program). Hence, if anmy results
reflected nsgatively on aims of the programs, these would still be reported,
rather than attempting to defend the program at all costs. This approach
differa from that of many bilingual evaluations in that fhero has been a N
relative absence ©f negative findings regarding individual bilingual programs
in the progra}n evaluation literature (in the ERIC System or éven on file-- . -
at the U. S. Gffice of Bilingual Education)e Such finaings have simply not -
been reported or have been reported in an uneven, sometimes unintelligible
way (@.ge, aiffering formats for statistical aata, goals not statea in
achievable terms, minimal information on the nature of cléssroo::x activities
(0ffice of the Comptroller Genmeral, 1976}),

The first step in the present Illinois downstate evaluation was to locate
and describe all existing bfiingual evaluation data.from Fall 1971 through
Spring 1975. As it turped out, student recoras for the first year, 1971-72,
were not complete enough with respect to vasic information to allow their inclusion
in the matching program aimed at identifying participating students asross school
years. Consaquently, the effort actually began with 1972-73 data. A;thougp there
were still gaps across students and across skill areas, the meeu for insights into
the effectivensss of state bilingual prt;grams warranted the anal&sis of these
data., It v'vas felt that qualified answers woula emerge from Fich analysis--i.e.,
an analysis based on scores for some children on some measures at some points
in time. |

* The seéond step, then, was to form a aatabase from the usable data.
Suffice it to say here that the effort was time-consuming ami expensive and
could have been avoiaed haa a database been established at tne outset of evaluati on
(Fell 1971). Unce that data were collectea ana put in the aatabase, then the
decision beceme that of what 1issues were accessible for uriscussion given the

data. Clearly, there are many questions one woula lLike to asik about bilingual

ol




 §
l. JIntroduction

The downstate Illinois experience ip assessment of bilingual
programs in many ways reflects that of school districts all over
the United States. Although there were initial talks of a deasign
for a comprehensive lbngitudinal evaluation, this design was not
carried out as planned. In that the downstate programs were
consistently state-funded and in that the gtate requested only a
statement of proposed evaluation and no yearly interim ard final
evaluation reports(unlike the federal govermment), there is mo concise
ongoing record of what actually happened (i.e., what tests were actually
Eiven to whom in what languages, when,etc.) from Fall 1971 to Spring
1975. There are yearly statements of what evaluation was to be conauctea
(inserted in the funding proposal} but littie accountability (Seelye ani
Balasubramonian, 1973, being one exception).

Furthermore, the amount of date far exceeded the arount of aata analysis
supplied to the data collected--anotner problem in evaluation,
i.e., that ocata are culiected sometimes in mass quantities, but then are
never analyzed or only iradequately. In sum, the cata on downstate
Illinois bilingual programs from their 1nceptioﬁ:1n 1971 can best be
describgg as patchwork: .some &cores for some children at some times,
witp many gapse B

As a result of these past evaluation proceaures and experiences, the
current effort was updertaken, with the purpcse of
(L) trying to locate all past data still in existence, (2) determining
what data were actually retrievable and usable, (3} reporting on these
data retrospectively, ani then (4) collecting new uata for a continuing
longitudinal stuay 1nvoiving & select group of subjects remaining from
previous evaluation. Thus, it was both a retrospeative ana a longituuinal

effort.
, 52
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criticism ctu unuoubtealy be levelleu at this stuuy as weli. The questiu

really becomes cne of the uegree of comgTomise permissible in the effurt to

assess the impact of bilingual schecling.

we feel that as lung as methuus

ena their snortcomings are maue clear, then the rewuer cun use the finuings

profitably. Hopefully, an accurulaticn of such repurts over time %ill begin

to pauint an honest picture of the impact of bilirgual schouling. Wur example,

there may begin to emeryge more definite conclusicns as to the effects of such

progrers on English language acquisition, on native larguage maintenance, oun

attituces toward self ara community unu so forth.* it the present time, the

resuits are still ™mixed™ at bhest.

y
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¥ootnotes
1. ©Portions of this chapter, particularly parts of seativuns 3 anu 5, are bused
on Ripley (1976), a technical report on the formulation of a aatabase am on
data analysss run on data contained within the database. For the most part,
thefggggibyeféfiohsiof £indings are our own and do not refleat on the IIT Research

Institute, which served simply as a .service group.

2 Por complete statistical frequencies reported in tebular form, see Ripley
(1976 )¢ Hsre only mdjor differences are emphasizea and percentages aon't
necessarily edd to 100% within a given categorys. '"No response™ ani "other

response" ére'B;gﬁfggé

S« There was also variation within a model=-~perhaps not so sggpris}ng;y,,in

that there were no prescribed State guidelines as to the "standard"‘feéturpg.of

any given model.

4e It is interesting to note that parent report of studest language use out
of scheol (see pp. 12-13, above) suggestea more use of Enylish than Spanish,
whereas the teachers' imn-schoul report suggested greater balance or even more

use of Spanish.

S5+ The 45 items were selected from a pool of 135 items througn factor amelysise.
Item reponses apparently comtribute to smbscale scores accoraing to their

weightings as derived from factor analysis.

6o Results from 1976-77 testing lena support to this findirng that in downstate

Illincois bilingual students are not reaaips very well in Spanish.
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TABLE 1 ,
. DISTRICTS REPRESENTED IN DATABASE

a . Relative

. Absolute Frequency

District Frequency (Percent)
Arcola : 14 .3
Aurora 146 3.2
Barrington 66 1.4
Barrington High . 23 .5
Bellwood . 68 1.4
Bensenville 66 1.4
Blue Istand . 118 2.6
Blue Island High 44 1.0
.Chicago Heights ) 131 2.9
Crete ' 213 4.7
Danvilie : 12 .3
DeKalb 27 6
Des Plaines 16 .3
Des Plaines Area 71 1.6
District 15 26 &
- Dundee 77 1.7
East Moline 44 1.0
Elgin 407 8.9
Elmhurst 116 2.5
Evanston . 93 2.0
Harvey . 30 g
Joliet 549 12.0
Joliet 44 1.0
Lake Zurich 43 9
Lasalle 20 4
Marengo o . 23 .5
Maywood Area 252 5.5
McHenry 31 7
Mendota 37 14
Moline Area 120 , 2.6
Mundelein High 50 1.1
North -Chicago 46 1.0
Onarga 12 3
Palatine 108 2.4
Pontiac ‘ 2 0
Rockford 167 3.6
Round Lake 17 4
Stecger 167 : 3.6
Sterling 33 : .7
Waukegan 550 12.0
West Chicago . 204 4.5
Wheeling 209 4.6
Wheeling High 25 .5
Not Recorded 62 1.4
o . TOTAL 4579 50 100.0
i QG ‘




TaB1E 2
GRADE UPON ENTRY INTO A BILINGUAL PROGRAM

Relative | Cumulative
Absolute Frequency Frequency

Frequency - (Percent) (Percent)

1216 - 26.8 . 26.8
954 | . 0.8 47.6
548 . T 12.0 . 59.6
§s R 68.7 ..
305. . 6.7 75.4
238 | | 5.2 80.6
196 | 4.3 - 84.9
177 3.9 | 88.8

110 | 91.2
180 95.1

2
3
4

5
6

7
.
9

-—
o

103 97.3

-l
—

32 - . 98.0

-
~N

24 3 .. 98.5 .




Y, . . T&I‘E 3 b
" BIRTHYEAR DISTRIBUTION

: Relative
‘ Absolute " Frequency
- . Year Frequency (Percent)
6 - 29 .6
57 . a4 o 1.0
58 ) . 2.0
‘589 100 2.2°
60 116 2.5
61 - - W 26
82 174 3.8
63 256 - 5,6
. 64 329 7.2
© 65 35 6.9
66 408 - 8.9
67 . 452 9.9
68 475 ' - 10.4

69 422 . 9.2

60




TABLE b

STUDENTS' REPORTED LANGUAGE USE FOR THE MEDIA

| Media No. of Valid Percent Percent Percent
- : Cases English fH?mo:Iang. Both
Radio o 476 .| 22.0 30.4
Te]evis{on ‘ . 27893 | .54.7 | 10.6 34.7
Papers and Magazines | 2333 | 4.0 24.8 272 "
" Books "and Novels 2375 44.0 23.9 32.1
Tgaué.s

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS BY GRADE TESTED OVER FOUR IEARS OF BILINGUAL SCHOCQLING

D s

Grade
Year

| K 1 2 3 4 5 | 6 7 8 9 1011 }12

1972-73 452 | 499

11973-74 361|252 | 212 95 41 | 57 34 31 | 11 9 10 2| =2

1974-75 1359 | 299 | 351 | 241} 56 3 46 25 22 | 17] 12} 5

1975-76 182 | 164




TAsLE 6

Evochrion & Qccupamon of ?A{?J?IUT'S
- N=132
(\)a-ga, Q_,(PN%QA as perc.e.vﬂ'&gzé)

e, afiova Tathor Hother Occupation  [mather | .Occupationuther
Leve : —
University 5 3 Manua) ‘I.aborer 65 Housewlfe 69
High School 11 15 Deceased 15 Manual Laboren | 16
Junior High 8 9 Service/Clerk | .11 Ser_vice/ Clerk 3
| | : U 1
Kenentary 65 76 Unemployed 5 nemployed 3
None 11 n’ Professioral 2 Deceased | 1
Retired 2 No Response f
63

65




™E1E 7

DIFFERENCES IN BASELINE DATA BETWEEN

56% latin America

Father's Education 32% J.H., H.8., or

University

184 Service/Clerk
2% Unemployed

Father's Occupation

Mother's Occupation 104 Manual Laborer

6% Professional

B-3 AND B-0 GROUPS (N = -196)
 GROUPS
- Student's Birthplace 514 U.S. 184 U.S.
" 304 latin America 63% Latin America
. Parents' Birtiplace = |30% U.S. 104 U.A.

71% Latin America

1% J.Ho, H.S.’ or -
University

4% Service/Clerk
8% Unemployed

21¢ Manual Laborer
1% Professional

Mother's Spanish Reading|40% good, 11% little

Mother's English Speaking 13% native, 33% none
Father's English Speakinlg 15% native, 26% little

Father's English Reading|15% native, 28% Nittle,
none

Student's Spanish Reading 28% good

|
Student's English Speaking 22% native, 61% good,
9% little

Student's Ehg']ish‘Readiné 74% good or native

32% good, 22% little
49 native, 47% none
44 native, 40% little

34 native, 16% little,
none

35% good

104 native, 34% good, 31%
l4ttle, 18% none

35% good or native

Father's language Outside

i
Mother's Home Language Use 19% English

Father's Home language UsT 22% English

Home 444 English, 36% Spanish
language for

Father's
Reading

29% English, 42% 9panis
18% both :

Father's lLanguage for

24% English, 43% Spanish#
Radio

23% both
Student's Home Language |68% English, 16% Spanish
Use

Student's Language for
Reading

71% English, 7% Spanish

84

9% English

10%4 English
21% English, 46% Spanish

184 English, 51% Spanish,

44 both
114 English, 51% Spanish,
" 11% both

274 English, 57% Spanish

464 English, 21% Spanish




'T‘able’? (Continued) *

GROUPS
VARTABLES B-3 B-0
Student's language for | 83% English, 3% Spanish, | 57% English, 13% Spanish,
T.Ve. ' 9% both 19% both
Student's language for | 80% English, 5% Spanish 51% English, 25% Spanish
Radio . v

Parental lLanguage o

Spoken to Children 184 English, 63% Spanish | 10% English, 79% Spanish
Child Language Spoken 29% English, 52% Spanish,| 18% English, 73% Spanish,

to Parents

language Use Among
Siblings

Ethnicity/Country
of Origln of
Neighborhood

language of Neighborhood‘

184 both

76% English, 5% Spanish

59% Anglo/U. S.

874 English or both,
6% Spanish

104 both |

32% English, 53% Spamish

47% Anglo/U.S.

75% English or both, 17%
Spanish

* Note that all categories are not reported here, for
purposes of emphasis, so percentages do not add to 100%.
Complete. data may be found in Appendix B o Ripley (1976).

D
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TEST/59BTEST | , ‘ -
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I\ ZAS \7J \OJ \7)
- - E T-A BTB ., S08
me of Adminiy— — T-A BELSE RS . STEP { Boehm T08] WAl RG. | 10213 P 1
stration feedingj Lect ura L‘”,“M-“ La..;wa . ? ) ? iy L1x gﬁnji ui: 5|3 4 ‘.L, |
Q2 3k et { + +— l l
. + ] ! |
Fall 1972 Co | i | ssopurfuer| peoless| || | : | :
rter 19 ! T T lauo| bsezlerzlsm| | | | ] T |
nter 1973 i : — : | ] I | 1 |
, a 361'380|367°359| 583 83 | ‘ | | .
fpring 1972 - - T hes
. | ‘ ' 816,903 860" 844 | P 198 ) i
Fall 1973 o N l , I PR +
l ' ’ : ' f ' ‘ 8 860 .
orine 1974 7%, ¢ S | ¢ 91?:915 a ' A B 80I22 mol' @ Len 75
— g} ’ V . Ly 551,81 3 !
Fall 1974 505 l339i1[;6 |C“ ‘33”; 1’7[52— 8' 43 396| } ! ! | | L {
e I e I ‘ ! ! 64
Spring 1975 . o ‘lr - —— ! | | ! 1 ; T
- - e emiem e i _._.:..:.___T q_'+ 97 - | I |?" T 1 = l : 325 l
Winter 1976 326 323 . - 0 o : . I o
FOM (ﬁ f ' . 1 .
E) (E’) : 4) l I l k. T ¥
j
Key1
(1) 1-A Reading (English), Forms CE and bg .
I-A lactura (Spanish), Fonms (Es and DEs,
(2) Short Test of Linguistic 9kills (Sp. & Eng.)
(3) Mlinois Inventory of Educational Progress
(Reading and Math Subtests )
(4) Sequential Tests of Educational Progress
L= Iistening, W= Writing
Level 4 -grades Y-, Level 3--grades 7=%
(5) Boshm A-1 & 2 1in Spanish; B-1 &.2 in English.,
(6) Test of Basie Experiences, language and Math
Subtests
(?7) Inter-American General Ability . Tests --
Gen. Abil., - English version, H.G. - o
: Spanish version. W
(8) Bilingual Test Battery -~ Subtests in Sclence,
Math, Social Studies, and Attitudas
(9) Self-tbservation Scale - Primry (P) and
Intermediate (I) levels, £3




TABLE {0

INTER-AMERICAN READING |
LEVEL OF COMPREHENSION SUBTEST

L T (LEVEL 2)
Years in Program
Time of Administration Grade | . 0 - 1 2 3
X 16.98 |. 18.75
3 SD 8.04 ~ 8.93 -
N (54) | (59)
Fall 1974 _
X 25.07 25.65
4 | sp | 10.06 6.09 - -
N N (54) (37)
X | 15.28 . 21.88
3 |sD 8.28 . - 8.34
B-2 & 8-0 Groups z (64) (109)
Winter 1976 — —
X 22.09 27.52
4 |sp | 9.04 - g 7.47
N (45) (109)

cn
w




TABLE )|

ANALYSTIS OF

A REAP'NG: LEVEL OF COMPREHENSION

VARIANCE

BY GRADE IN 1976 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL PROGRAM

1 SuM OF

SOURCE OF VARIATION lsquAKE S
MAIN EFFECTS . &iel. 43
Grade 2913.327
Years in Program 2675.712
2-WAY INTERACTIONS
Grade Years in Program . 24,897
RES IDUAL . ' 21565,936
TOTAL 27691.977

346 Cases were processed.
18 Cases (5.2PCT) were missing.

- ¥

324
327

70

MEAN .
SQUARE F

' 3050.572 45-831
12973,327 44,670

2675.712  §0,199

24,897 374

66,562

84,665

S16NTF,
OF F

~001

001
.01

999




TABLE |2~
INTER-AMERICAN READING
- ' SPEED OF COMPREHENSION, SUBTEST

T — 7" (LEVEL 2)
1
- _
Years in Program
Time of Administration | Grade} ., 0 1 2 3
X 4.81 |[. 3.70
3 |sD - 2,87 2.12 -
~ N | (42) (84).. _.
Fall 1974 _ ) ﬁl’z‘j
X 4.45 |. 3.86 " |
4 SD ) 2.54 2.15
N .1~ (51) (36)
| X '8.50 13.50
' | 3 |sD 5.58 | - - 6.90
' 1976 - .
Winter X 10.93 15 .39
4 SD 5.94 - - 7.02
N (45) (109)




TABLE (3
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

T-p READING: SPEED OF COMPREHENSION
BY GRADE AND YEAR IN PROGRAM

Sul 0OF MELN ctrNTF

SOURCE OF VARIATION ' SRUARES pF SAULRE F 0F ¥
MAIN EFFECTS ‘ 2235.51) 2 CE1L7,7535 28,794 0Dl
Grade : _ 980,327 { 980,327 25.25% 00!
Years in Program ' 169,530 1 .1089,530 28,0867 QDI
2-WAY INTERACTIONS : , 4
Grade Year in Program 18,099 | c 1B,09% s 466 . 996G
.
RESTDUAL 12577.257 324 39,819
TOTAL 14630.867 327 - 45,354

346 Cases were processed,
18 Cases (5.2 PCT) were missing,




TABLE 14
INTER-AMERICAN READING
VOCABULARY SUBTEST

- {LEVEL 2)
Years in Program .
Time of Administration Grade | ., 0 - 1 2 3
X . 7.04 7.03
3, |so - 2.84 2.95 -
52 (58
Fall 1974 - — ,) 58]
X 6.53 7.35
4 SD - 2.37 " 1.92 -
N (53) (37)
‘ X 19.81 | ' 26.40
80 6 . 3 ) 12.58 - - 8.50
B-2 & BO fou.(’ ' N  (64) (109)
Winter 1976 -
4 v X 24.49 30.40
4 SD 8.94 - - 7.42
N (45) ) (109)

73




TABLE 15
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

I-A READING: VOCABULARY
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN PROGRAM

sUM 0F ' . 4 MF AN QINGNTF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SAUAKES ¥ SPUAKE F nF

'MAIN EFFECTS , 5318.774 2 2659,387 34,872  .C01
Grade 1709,234 ! . . 1709.254 22.477 004
Years in Program - 3231.518 ) 3231,548 42,49% 001

2-WAY INTERACTIONS o
Grade Years in Program 34,982 { 34,982 '.460 + 999

RESIDUAL 4 2y638.207 324 76,044

TOTAL 29991,963 127 91,719

346 Cases were processed,
18 Cases (5.2 PCT) were missing,

Fy 4
74




TABLE §6.

PRUEBA DE LECTURA
_ LEVEL OF COMPREHENSION SURTEST
(LEVEL 2)

Years in. Program
Time of Administration Grade
: - 0 -1 3
X 18.57 | 13.80
3 SD | 6.42 8.41
Spring 1974 N (21) (15)
X | 15.92 | 20.67
i |sp 5.53 6.35
N (12) (3)
X | 16.98 - 17.00
S
B3 & B0 Groups 3 g 8.35 6.12.
Winter 1976 X (66) : (108)
X 21.44 19.50 -
4 SD 8.17 7.14
(48) (107)

-3
ol




TABLE |3
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

T-A. LECTURA: LEVEL OF COMPREHENSION
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN PROGRAM

: agn Af
SOURCE OF VARIATION SNULKAES . DF
MAIN EFFECTS ' - &75.737 2.
Grade 843, 480 f, -
Years in Program sg.640 !
2-WAY INTERACTIONS o ' )
Grade Yeat$ in Program . 65,2485 f
RESIDUAL 17144,08¢2 327

. TOTAL 180R5. 064 330
346 Cases were processed.
15 Cases (4.3 ?CT) were missing,

ME AN  §1ANIF
SNUARF F . 0OF F

437,868  Bi352 40P

py3,48s 16.088 .00l
58,640 1.1186 0291

65,245 1,244 .26

50,428

54,502




ARl 19

PRUEBA DE LECTURA

SPEED OF COMPREHENSION SUBTEST

(LEVEL 2)
Years in Program
Time of Administration Grade
' 0 1 3.
¥ | - 8.82 9,69
3 SD 5.92 6.25
Spring 1974 Nl (7)) ] (3) g
X 8.33 10.33
4 sp | 3.23 | 4.62
N (12) ( 3)
Y 8.44 » 9.36
3 SD 5.71 4.09
@‘5 & B0 G—Y‘Ou{)é N (66) (108)
Winter 1976 —
10.81 10,55
4 S | 7.45 4.39
N (48) (107)




TABLE (9
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

A LECTURA: SPEED OF COMPREHENSION
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

sSuv OF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SHARFS DF
MAIN EFFECTS 240.619 2
Grade 224.80% M
Years in Program 8,638 o

2-WAY INTERACTIONS ‘
~ Grade Years in Program el 6§s A
RESIDUAL Bpr25,385 127
TOTAL 8887,649 330

346 Cases ‘were processed.
15 Cases (4.3 PCT) were missing,

MEAM
SRUARF

120,309
224,803

8.638

21,645

26,377

26,932

§,56¢
b.523
0327

82t

SIGNTF
NF.F .

011

004’
»999

4599




TABL: 20
PRUEBA DE LECTURA

VOCABULARY SUBTEST
(LEVEL 2)

Years in Program
Time of Administration Grade ‘
0 1 3 ..

X 17.76 15.04

. 3 SD 9.30 7.1

. N (21) (28)

Spring 1974 T 16.36 22 33

4 SD 7.81 11.85

N (14) C(3) ]

X 19.68 17.76
3 SD 9,19 7.61
&% 2 B-0O C—',rrou_f)S N (66) (108)
Winter 1976 - 26,38 5077
4 D 11,95 - 8.11
N (48) ' f o (107)

-J

(o




TABLE 2.}
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

I-A LECTURA: VOCABULARY
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

346 Cases were processed.

15 Cases (4.3 PCT) were missing.

} ‘ UM F MFAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SNUAKFES DF SPUARE
MAIN EFFECTS 2219,482 p 1109,726

Grade 1255,070 . 1255, 0’70_

Years in Program 116,331 { 11146,331
' 2-WAY INTERACTIONS

Grade Yearsin Program 325,183 ! 125,163
RESIDUAL 25399.381 327 77.659
TOTAL 27939.017 330 64,664

F
14,250
16,161
14,375

4187

SIGnY
0F F

.00

001
001

« 039




SHORT TEST'OF LINGUISTIC SKILLS

;A

G roup
B-0 B-3
Years in Program 0 3
Grade 3. 4 3 4

X 10.05 11.86 '15.16 16.53
Listening S 4.80 5.14 7.52 3.60
N (64) (49) (107) (104)
X 8.05 10.55 10.78 13.47
Reading Sp 4.27 4.48 4.29 3.68
- N (64) (49) (107) (104)
%) X 6.38 8.63 10.30 12.80
=" Writing S 5.22 5.87 7.45 4.61
= N (64) (49) (107) (104)
X 9.75 10.31 15.98 16.01
Speaking ) 6.62 6.18 6.87 3.91
N (63) (49) (107) (104)
- X 34.56 40.69 50.05 58.86
- Total ) 18.85 20.30 13.79 13.19
o N (63) (49) (107) (104)
2 by 10.64 12.78 10.69 11.58
2 Listening SY 5.31 4.16 3.88 4.59
- N (64) (49) (107) (105)
X 6.88 9.20 5.68 5.78
Reading SH 3.93. 4.46 3.34 3.81.
N (64) (49) (107) (105)
& X 5.16 7.18 3.74 5.58
= Writing SY 4.44 4.65 4.02 5.24
= N (64) (49) (107) (103)
v T 10.56 12.20 .48 .75
Speaking SD 5.74 4.97 5.17 5.61
N (63) (49) (106) (103)
b3 33.10 41.37 3T.57 32.69
Total spl  16.55 15.45 12.95 15.77
N (63) (49) (107) (104)




TABLE 23
ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE

STLSt ENGLISH READING
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

aukr nF 17 AN &I

‘ | GHTF

. SOURCE OF VARIATION SRULKFS DF -  SOUARF F °F F

MAIN EFFECTS - 189,767 2 590,383 34,607  ,GD!

Grade : 371.596 ' 571,546 33,503 .00l

Years in the Program - 554,621 i 554,821 32,523 «CO)

2-WAY INTERACTIONS o L.

Grade Yearyin Program 2,48 { 2.418 - Jlu2 .999
RESIDUAL 545G.,032 320 17.059%
TOTAL 664c,216 323 206,564

346 Cases were processed.
- 22 Cases (6.4PCT) were missing.




TABLE 24
TLLINOIS  (NWEWTBRY OF EDUCATIOHAL PRocRBSS —
MEA) LOPES & ORE-UM  ANMMYSIS oF VARIVANCE

| v
SoeTEST | (oo |&-PAPE | N | meAd | SD | MS BETUEEN | MS Wit D.E. F
61eoes GpOR S
— e =
REAMING ero | q 3| Fe3 | M q4q0 (F.2¢ 1/9¢ 453
B-2 4 163 | %.92 | 249
MaTH B-o H B4 (.26 | .49 lon i |
ATH 03,40 62.3 2
%F4“o§

Co

3

.?A




TABLE 24
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

STLS: SPANISH READING
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

UM PE - MEAN . 8IANTF
SOURCE OF VARIATION STULKES DF SISRE F nF¥
MAIN EFFECTS ' 165,760 2 82.8%0 ~ 5,72t  ,004
‘Grade . . ' ' é67.155 i 67,75% 4,677 G299
Years in the Program 105,433 ! 105,433 7.878 007
2-WAY INTERACTIONS A B _
Grade Years in Program 79.970 ' 79.970 5,521 O1g
RESTDUAL | {606,502 318 14,486
TOTAL {852,232 321 15,116

346 Cases were processed.
24 Cases (6,9 PCT) were missing,
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SEGUENTIAL  TEST of EdueATIAL Nocesss (STep) —

MEAN scpres BY YEALS (N BIUNGUAL PROGRAM

el Level | Listening Wyt £ F o i
G:mAe ' Pt%—r%t rgg ;:“ o | 3: 3 Py o '4—%
' % [>2.u2|o71|30.47|37.56] 31.43 |[22cd 154 256 23,75 | 2129
4 4 |sd [ 9.52| 856! s.uslis .yl 596|531 %.56]i3,11 | 3.0L[15.128
Tt N s @l el e m @ as)] () | ()|
X 39:21| 33.43] 3350| 4#2.93 29431 26,08/ 33,87 (29.67 |
5 4. 5D — .ot w4 (G213 42 || 19.58|14.22(11.60 | 4.3%
N (B | o] dey| @) () 102)|as) |ce)
| X | .00 |ILF6 | 12.56 'l‘i:"‘f 2839|2500
2.6 ) — - - it TS |F.IS |
7 > % c;olf ffnf? ?’n'«; | (16) | (19) | (&)
X (6.4 [19.93 ] 3.6 23.12[29.60] 26,33
& 2 sd | = |eor| 625 Rso| |l T RS & T
N (@) | (2) | (3) ()| ()
3 4 891 1717 |
9 |~ et = | —ll—|—=|—|—|—
N () 1 Ce)
! |
g7

ac
<2
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SOURCE OF VARIATION

MAIN EFFECTS i
Grade i
Years in the Program

2-WAY INTERACTIONS
Grade Years in Program

RESIDUAL

o

TOTAL
346 Cases were processed.

ANALYSTIS

TABLE 2%}
OF VARIANCE

STLS: ENGLISH LISTENING

BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

SuUY -Of
SRUAKF S OF
1984,193 2
180,991 |
17¢47.168 {
2,234 f
1 0030,120 320
1201 6,547 173

22 Cases (6.4 PCT) were miésing.

ME AN
SAUARF

992,098
180,99

. 1747,1686

2,234

31.344

37 1'203

SIGNTF

F OF F
31,652  ,00!
S TT¢ L0616
55,741 L0014
.07y 2999




TABLE 28
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

STLS: ENGLISH SPEAKING
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

SIGNIF

SUr OF PEAM
SOURCE OF VARIATION ETUAKES CF SNULKRF F NF F
MAIN SFFECTS 2655,288 2 1327,R44 38,038 ,001
Grade ' S.452 1 5.452° 154 .99%
Years in the Program 3533-555 { 2632,55¢6 75,441 001
2-WAY INTERACTIONS ‘ _
Grade Years in Program 34769 { 3:769 108 e 999
RESIDUAL 11170.757 320 34,909
TOTAL {3K30,214 323 42,818

346 Cases were processed,
22 Cases (6,4 PCT) were wissing.




TABLE 20
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

STLS: ENGLISH WRITiNG
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE P OGRAM

Jur ng

SOURCE OF VARIATION SITULAFS DF
MAIN EFFECTS . 1794.274 2

Grade 476,639 {

Years in the Program 1194,397 )
2-WAY INTERACTIONS ) -

Grade Years in the Program 24196 {
RESIDUAL i1434,300 32n
TOTAL 13180.766 323

346 Cases were processed,
22 Cases (6.4 PCT) were missing,

S

t;FAN
SPUBSKE

872,135

476 .639
1194,367

2.196

35,732

40,807

SIGNTIF
F GF F

24,408  ,ont

130239 s 0N}
33,426 001

«061°  ,999




TABLE 3o
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

' STLS: SPANISH LISTENING
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

AU GF - MFEAN SIGANTF
SOURCE OF VARIATION | CSRuAEES DF SRUARF F OF F
MAIN EFFECTS ' 181,475 2 90,588 4,523  ,012
Grade ' 170,174 o 170,174 8,497 .00y
Years in the Program 15317 . ! 16,317 768 » 9GS
2-WAY INTERACTIONS X ' .
Grade Years in Program c3.3B5 \ 22,385 1,168 280
RESIDUAL 6268.717 318 20.027
TOTAL 6573,276 321 20,4177

346 Cases were processed,
24 Cases (6.9 PCT) were missing,




TABLE 31
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

STLS. SPANISH SPEAKING
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

Su¥ 0f A MEAN SIRMTIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION STLARFS OF SPULKF ¢ CF F
MAIN EFFECTS 506,701 2 150,350 5,118  ,007
Grade o 1-9.380 | 19.380 660 .+ 99G
Years in the .Program 287.55¢ 1 287.554 9,768 » 0072
2-WAY INTERACTIONS )
Grade Years in Program 56,224 ) 56,224 1914 164
RESIDUAL Q342,065 318 £5.378
TOTAL 9698,98€9 321 30,215
346 Cases were processed. :
24 Cases (6.9 PCT) were missing,
0(\




TABLE 22
ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE

STLS: SPANISH WRITING
BY GRADE AND YEARS IN THE PROGRAM

- : SuUM CF ' MF AN SIGNTF
SOURCE OF VARIATION : SCUAKRFES OF SNUAKE F CF F
MAIN EFFECTS c00,84839 2 100,445 4.71% 010
Grade . ' V44,279 { 144,279 6.77_0 , 009
Years in the Program 65,105 { 65,105 3,055 2078
2-WAY INTERACTIONS | | _ |
Grade Years in Program 23,377 | 23,377 1.067 296
RESIDUAL 6776.858 318 21,311

TOTAL ' 7001,124 321 21,810
346 Cases were processed. :
24 Cases (6.9 PCT) were missing.




TABLE 33

BOLHM SUBTEST $PATISHy opet 4

| Years in Program

Time of
Administration Grade 0 - f 1 2
X 14,30
SD 3.89 — —
X .
Winter 1973 1 iP - - -
X 18.66
: SO 4.24 — —
X 14,98 17.75
K SD 4.69 4,34 . —
N (82) (71)
X 17.28 18.28 20.50
Fall 1973 1 SD 4.33 4.58 2.75
: ' N (40) (60) (12)
T X 15.9b 16,60
? SD 6.70 2.30 —
N (26) (5)
e 16.80 19.58
K SD 4,31 3.89 —
N (103) (81)
X 18.12 19.69 22.08
; 1 SD 4.19 3.48 2.39
Spring 1974 v (49) (64) (12)
T 16.69 Z1.1%
? SD 5.34 2.34 _
N (36) (7).
X 20.94 18.00
Fall 1974 1 SO —_— 2.82 2.45
N (17) (4)

O
[N




TABLE 1Y%

BOEHM SUBTEST 4Panki, PART >

Time of | Years in Program
Admiristration Grade 0. 1 2
X 13.08
' SD 4.54 — -
X 11.75
g4 SD 3.04 —_ —_
Winter 1973 1 N (4)
X 12.62
; SD 4.58 — —
Spring 1973 1 N (316)
X 9.10 12.10
K SD 4.27 4.64 —
i (77) (74)
T 10,15 15,67 1736
Fall 1973 1 SD 4.86 4,57 4.09
N (41) (69) (14)
X 13.28 18.61
2 SD 5.49 3.44 —
N (25) (36)
X 10.91 15.3%
K SD 4.07 4.56 -
N (100) (80)
X 14.10 16.723 19.67
Spring 1974 1 SO 5.07 4.38 2.87
N (48) (64) (12)
X '14.89 18.67
2 SD 5.06 3.14 —
N (35) (6)
X 12.31 9.33
Fall 1974 1 SD — 4.89 6.81
N (13) (3)

v

§a




TdpLE 35
BOEHM SUBTEST &nGLisH, earT 1

Years in Program

Time of
Administration Grade 0 1 2
Y| 14.21
SD 4.09 — _
©
Winter 1973 ] SND - — —
X| 20.03
: SD 3.92 - _
Spring 1973 1 N (310)
Y| 15.69 19.92
K SD 5.84 3.60 -
N|  (98) (74)
X1 19.61 21.62 77.73
Fall 1973 1 SDl 4.23 3.86 2.13
N|  (46) (65) (13)
X 20.95 19.50
2 SD 4.71 3.73 —_
N| (40) (6)
x| 18.16 21.82
K SD 4.02 2.40 -
Ni  (89) (78)
X 21.62 22.36 2. 00
i 1 SD 3.06 3.35 1.10
Spring 1974 NI (52) (64) (11)
X 21.98 22.71 '
2 SD 3.40 1,89 -
N|  (42) (7)
X 17.04 19.1;
Fall 1974 1 SD — 4.96 4.3
N (46) (92)

(O
.p




4ol 36
BOEHM SUBTEST EWELGR, (ART 2

Time of [ Years in Program
Administration Grade 0 1 2
T :
Fall 1972 I . - -
X 16.61
) SD 4,01 - -
Winter 1973 1 N (316)
x . 15.99
o : SD 3.79 - _
Spring 1973 1 N (315) A
X 10.17 15.18 ‘ 13.17
K SD 3.87 3.58 - 2.82
N (94) (74) | (12)
X 14.30 ‘ 17.41 v
Fall 1973 1 SD 3.77 3.16 _
N (43) (64)
X 16.79 i5.20
2 SD 3.64 4.82 _
N (39) (6)
x 13.29 16791 19.45
K $D 3.73 3.05 0.82 o
N (53) (78) {11)
T 16.71 18.47 i .
. ¥ 1 SD 3.67 2.84 _
Spring 1974 N (53) (66) u
X 18.02 17.83
2 SD 3.49 2.93
N (44) (6): :
X 13.7 15.86
Fall 1974 1 SD — 5.36 4.08
a N (50) (96)




TABLE 3}
ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE
SPRING 1974 BOEHM SeANOH, PARY 4

BY GRADE IN 1973-74 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL
PROGRAM AS OF 1973-74 WITH FALL 1973 BOEHM SPARBN, QAwtT 1

SUM OF MEEN SIGNIF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SNUVARES DF SOULRE F 0 F
COVARIATES _ o .

Fall 1973 Boehm Spanish, Part | 1680.915 ! 1660,915 222,375 00!
MAIN EFFECTS 39,3606 4 5,842 1,202 269

Grade 21.509 2 1{I.q04- ‘1443 0237

Years in Bilingual Program 27663 2 13,831 1.830 160
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 4 ) .

Grade Years in Bilingual Program 49,391 3 16,464 2,178 U89
RESIDUAL 2108,936 279 7.559
TOTAL 3678,608 287 13,544

OVARIATE BETA

ALL 1973 Boehm Al .502




TABLE 3%
MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSTIS

SPRING 1974 BOEHM 90AnNIH, PART 2
BY GRADE IN 1973-74 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL
PROGRAM AS OF 1973-74 WITH FALL 1973 BOEHM ’'Z@Aw8i, ALY |

GRAND MEAN = 19,07 ADJUSTFD FOR
' ADJUSTED FOR INDEPENDENTS
UNEDJUSTED “INDEPENDENTS + COVARIATFS

VARIABLE + CATEGORY N DEVIN  ETA DEVIN BETA DEVIN BEYA
GRADE ,
1 it v 38 ' -.30
09 o ,08
YEARS IN PROGRAM . : ‘ .
1 £ 490 -, 69 | e, 22
2 {35 46 . 10
3 ’ 13 2470 {435
a?a |09
MULTIPLE R SQUARED L4444
MULTIPLE R 666

2
D




TABLE &

ANALYSTIS

SPRING

0

F VARIANCE

1974 BOEHM . 5PAN\SH, PART 1
BY GRADE IN 1973-74 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL

PROGRAM AS OF 1973-74 WITH FALL 1973 BOEHM.. $PANKH, $ART 2

SOURCE OF VARIATION

COVARIATES
Fall 1973 Boehm Sfuyqeh, thet 2

MAIN EFFECTS
Grade

Years in Bilingual Program

2-WAY INTERACTIONS
Grade Years in Bilingual Program

RESIDUAL

TOTAL

COVARIATE BETA

FALL 1973 Boehm A2 .567

10

e’

SUM OF

SQUAKES”

2294660
162,518

97.518
108,109

97,797

35014139

60764113

o

AV IRV

W

269

277

MEAN

" 3NUARE
2294,660
4s,.630

48,759
54,055

32,569

13,015

21,935

F

176,304
1.006

5.746
4,153

2450%

SIGNIF
OF F
0014
008

.02 4-
016

0056




TABLE 4O
MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSTIS

SPRING 1974 BOEHM J3PANWH ,PRRT L
BY GRADE IN 1973-74 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL
PROGRAM AS OF 1973-74 WITH FALL 1973 BOEHM .SPANISH, PART 2

GRA4ND MEAN = 14.80 , ADJUSTFL FOR
LOJUSTED FUR INDEPEMDENTS
NADJUSTED INDEPENDENTS + COVARIATES

VARIABLE + CATEGORY Y DEVIN ETA  DEVIN  BETA  DEVIMN  BETA
GRADE
0 {139 -1, 2t ",47
1 111 1,08 .16
2 28 1,70 . 1.58
: W26 o W13
YEARS IN PROGRAM _ .
1 132 “1.48 -, 70
2 133 1,05 ' . .55
3 13 4,27 1,55
.33 : . , 3‘5
MULTIPLE R SQUARED ,408
MULTIPLE R ‘ : ‘ ‘ ’ _ . 539

10t




ANALYSTS OF

SPRING

TABLE %)

VARIANCE

1974 BOEHM SN6USH; faRkT 1

BY GRADE IN 1973-74 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL
PROGRAM AS OF 1973-74 WITH FALL 1973 BOEHM ENGUSH, a1

SOURCE OF VARIATION

COVARTATES | '
Fall 1973 Boehm 6%1(9\’\) Parl |

MAIN EFFECTS
Grade

Years in Bilingual Program

2-WAY INTERACTIONS

Grade - Years in Bilingual Program
RESIDUAL
TOTAL
COVARIATE BETA

FALL 1973 Boehm Bl , 556

SUM. DF
SNUARES

2256,998
58,550

32.067
13,982

65,020

1583,861

3962,428

OF

N

28a

296

HEAN
SQUARE F

2256,998 410,399

14,637 2,662
16,034  2.915
16,991 2,090
21,007 3,820
5,560
{3,307

3¢
 zZ
4

™™

2001
0032

054
WOLD

011




TABLE #%
MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSTIS
SPRING 1974 BOEHM ENGL\SH, Par 1

BY GRADE IN 1973-74 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL
PROGRAM AS OF 1973-74 WITH FALL 1973 BOEHM ENGLIM, (’A—O..T' el

GRAND MEAN = 21.23 : ADJUSTFD FOR
. LDJUSTED FOR INDEPEMDENTS
' UNADJUSTED INDEPENDENTS + COVARIATFS
VARIABLE + CATEGORY N DEVIN ETA DEVIN BETA DEVIN BET 4
GRADE
0 147 “1.27 -,37
1 111 1419 W17
2 19 1,41 _ o 12
0 34 W10
YEARS IN PROGRAM
1 / 150 "’1;02 035
2 135 093 W 30
3 2.35 094
W 29 _ ' W 10
MULTIPLE R SQUARED ' , 584
MULTIPLE R o . 764

100




ANALY SIS

SPRING

TABLE - %3
OF VARIANCE

1974 BOEHM EREUSH, PART 2

BY GRADE IN 1973-74 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL
PROGRAM AS OF 1973-74 WITH FALL 1973 BOEHM EMEUSH, PALT 2-

SOURCE OF VARIATION

COVARIATES
Fall 1973 Boehm Gnﬁ“‘-’:\a,?&f‘t"'

MAIN EFFECTS
Grade

Years in Bilingual Program

2-WAY INTERACTIONS

, Grade Years in Bilingual Program
RESIDUAL
TOTAL
BETA

COVARIATE

FALL 1973 Boehm B2 .581

SUM OFf HEAN
SCUARES OF SOUARE
1983 .40 1 1983, 401
43,834 u 10,958
34,47 2 17,236
12,955 2 b U717
1,147 3 . 382
1935,902 284 6,817
I664,264 292 13,576

-
-
kr}’

F

290,969
{,608

2e529
2950

056

SIGNIF
OrF F
2001
171

LA RO
+999

»999




TABLE Y4
MULTIPLE CLASSIYICATION ANALYSTIS

SPRING 1974 BOEHM E®GUSIL, AT 2-
BY GRADE IN 1973-74 AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL
PROGRAM AS OF 1973-74 WITH FALL 1973 BOEHM EMG-LISH, PART 1

GRAND MEAN = 16.74 ADJUSTED FOR
-ADJUSTED FOR INDEPENDENTS
UNADJUSTED IMDEFENDENTS + COVARIATES

VARIABLE + CATEGORY | N CEVIN ETA DEVIN BET4 DEVIN BETA
GRADE :
0 {us 1,43 i -, 34
1 g 109 1,25 , 15
’ 2 39 | 1.82 ,84
.39 . o .11
YEARS IN PROGRAM | .
1 146 ~1,06 w,19
2 135 v93 S V-
3 {2 2,43 .89
: + 30 . ,06
MULTIPLE R SQUARED ,511
MULTIPLE R L7145

109




GENERAL ABILITIESISENTENCE

TABLE g

COMPLETION SUBTEST

Level Grade Years in Program
] 2 3 4
X 15.09 15.82 18.39
] SD 4.83 3.75 3.15 -
Level 1 N (130) (140) (18)
X 16.73 15.93 7,77 | 17.82
9 SD 4.12 4.52 4.18 4,23
N (64) (81) (68) (12)
Level 2 T 1735 17,94 1847 | 18.58
; sD 5.5] 4.9 4.23 2.54
N (55) (48) (59) (12)
X 7.98 6.60 6.46 3.04
4 SO 5.33 A.88 4.14 5.54
N (45) (45) (30) (26)
Level 3 —
X 8.22 7.00 11.07 9.17
5 sD 5.36 5.32 3.69 2.32
N (9) (15) (15) (6)
X 13.25 12.71 13.00
Level 4 7 lsp 5. 85 5.37 4.32 -
N (16) (17) (4)

106




2 TABLE Y6
GENERAL ABILITIES?
CLASSIFICATION SUBTEST

Level Grade . Years in Program
1 2 3 4
x| 10.52 11.40 12.00
] SD 4.59 4.24 5.17 -
Level | N|o(130) | (40) (18)
X | 10.47 10.99 10.40 T71.25
) SD 3.72 .3.57 3.78 | 3.25
: N (64) (81) (68) (12)
Level 2 X 11.67 12.96 12.70 708
3 SD 3.67 4.77 3.63. 2.94
N (55) (48) |  (59) (12)
T 4.29 5,40 T5.43 5.85
4 SD 4.17 3.37 3.13 4.41
N (45) (45) (39) (26)
Level 3
X 6.56 7.60 10.20 7.33
5 |SD 5.90 4.39 4.8 6.22
N (9) (15) (15) (6)
'§ 9.13 9.53 8.25
Level 4 7 Isp 5.95 4.85 2.75 -
N (16) (17) (4)

107




TiDlE Y7

GENERAL ABILITIES:

ANALOGIES SUBTEST

Level Grade Years in Program .
1 2 3 3
X | 14.29 14.35 16.50 -
1 SD 3.98 3.90 3.29 -
Level 1 N (130) (140) (18)
T 12.03 17.93 12.22 .33
) sD 3.51 3.45 2.88 3.77
N (64) (81) (68) (12)
Level 2 T 13.26 EWA 13.58 TI 58
SD 3.97 3.98 3.20 3.14
3 N (55) (48) (59) (12)
X 9.69 9.67 8.90 12.04
4 SD 7.22 5.53 5.94 ?.19
45 45 30 26
e 3 Wl s () | (o) )
X 9.56 16.00 14.20 8.17
: SD 7.09 6.34 5.12 6.46
N (9) (15) (15) (6)
X 14.44 12.53 17.00
Level 4 7 sp 6.32 6,89 1.16 -
N (16) (17 (4)

108




h TABLE 48

GENERAL ABILITIES: HUMBER
- SERIES SUBTEST

Level Grade Years in Program
] 2 3 4
X €. 35 6.94 7.78
| sD 2.8] 243 | 2.44 -
Level | N (130) (140) (18)
X | 10.28 11.47 | 11.12 10.17
) sD 6.11 4.32 4.17 3.46
N (64) (81) (63) - 12)
level 2 X | 14.93 17.60 16.70 17.67
3 sD 6.53 6.11 4.62 277
N (55) . (48) | (59) (12)
X 8.02 6.78 6.67 9.12
4 sD 7.12 5.3 4.4 6.1
(45 3 6
evel 3 Ny s (i5) | (30) (26)
X 8.00 9.13 15.47 9.83
5 sD 7.92 5.11 5.05 7.89
N (9) (15) (15) (6)
X 6.88 6.71 9.75
Level 4 7 sp 593 6,48 - 6.60 -
N i6 i7 (3)




TABLE 'Hq

GENERAL ABILITIES:HORD
RELATIONS SUBTEST

Year In Program

Level Grade
1 2 4
Y1 12.73 11.56 10.27 14.39
4 SD 7.72 7.02 7.15 7.38
Level 3 ﬁ (45) (45) (30) (26)
X | 12.78 13.33 17.00 14.50
5 SD 9.04 6.72 8.03 8.12
Nl (9) (15) (15) (6)
X | 12.81 14.35 14.25
SD 7.96 6.38 6.80 -
Level 4 7 N (16) (17) ( 4)

11




GENERAL ABILITIESCCOMPUTATfON SUBTEST

TABUS 5O

Year In Program

Level Grade
1 2 3 4
X | 11.76 11.84 11.80 13.65
4 SD 6.47 6.06 5.48 5.28
45 45 30 26
Level 3 N (45) (45) (30) (26)
¥ | 10.44 . 12.20 15.00 9.83
5 SD 7.70 .+ 6.28 5.70 7.78
N (9) (15) (15) - ( 6)
¥ | 15.44 15.94 18.00 '
sp | 5.43 5.76 3.37 . -
Level 4- 7 N (]6) (]‘/) ( 4) :




TABLE™ 357
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF TOBE RAW TEST SCORES

Fall

Part of Test Grade Winter Spring
x 5.45 . 7.00 9.16
K Shi o 2.68 2.77 2.98
English Language N | (262) (289) {255)
LJ&MS (OM x 8.54 10.73 8.48
numbers ) 1 [|PP| 2.72 2.31 2.60
N | (326) (330) (327)
| 6.31 7.60 9.04
K 3D 2.41 2.80 - 2.56
Spanish Language ‘ N| (261) (290) (255)
"‘—uMG Ceven ';( 8 65 7-80 6-03
wumbers) 1 SH 2.47 2.93 2.47
Nl (326) (369) (320)
< 7.02 8.83
K D] — 2.49 2.80
English Math N (288) (265)
Tews (cdd 2| 7.53 7,07 977
wawbers) 1 sb 2.54 2.60 2.23
N | (258) (278) (318)
o 7.29 8.U6
K sD — 2.49 2.54
Spanish Math N (290) (265)
N 1 if 2.17 2.42 2.51
(253) (249) (317)




L}

TABLE 52

BTB MATH SUBTEST

Time of Administration

Years In Program

Grade
0 1 2 3
X 8.70
2 SD - 2.69 - N
N (30)
Fall 1973
' X 8.0 9.72%
. 3 SO 3.01 1.77 - -
N (20) (25)
X 9.67
' 4 SD 3.28 - - -
M (12)
X 14.33 14.00
Fall 1974 3 SD - 3.77 3.68 -
N (9) (10)
. X| 10.29 12.52
B-3 & B-0 Groups 3 |SD 4.31 - - 4.08
Winter 1976 ( N (65) (109)
X 14.04 15.21
4 SD 3.79 - - 2.96
N (47) (104)
ad -E PR |°’3) P( ck”




TABLE §3
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE

1976 MATH SUBTEST OF BTB
GRADE AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL PROGRAM

GROUP 1
Sy fif ME AN SIGHLTF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SAUARES DF SNULKE F rF T
MAIN EFFECTS . ' {01,552 2 . 506,776 35,348  ,001

Years in Program ° 233,952 1 233.962 16,514 $ 001
2-WAY INTERACTIONS ,

Grade Years in Program 2y.o07 1 24,007 1,695 191
RESIDUAL 4533,403 320 144167
TOTAL 5558.967 323 17,210

346 Cases were processed,
22 Cases (6,4 PCT) were missing,




TABIE sy

BTB SCIENCE SUBTEST -

Years In Program

Time of Administration Grade
0 ] 2 3
X 5.14
2 | sD - 1.87 - -
Fall 1973 N (29)
Y 5.10 5.60
. 3 | sp 1.64 1.94 - -
’ N (21) (25)
Y 5.36
4 | sp 2.42 - . N
N (11)
v 13.89 12.00
Fall 1974 3 | - 4.8] 4.97 -
- - A , (9) (10)
7 9.35 10. 38
3 ) 4.76 - - 4.57
Winter 1976 N|  (€5) (109)
: , | 11.68 12.43
4 | sD 4.26 - - 4.73
N (47) (104)
15




' TABLE 5%

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
1976
SCIENCE SUBTEST OF BTB BY
GRADE AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL PROGRAM

; UM OF ME AN SIGNTF
SOURCE OF VARIATION STUAKFES OF SMJARF F 0OF F
MAIN EFFECTS ' G19.586 2 459,793 23,042 001
Grade 594.982 o 594,982 29.BiA 001
Years in Program 274%.C51 1 274,051 13,734 0014
2-WAY INTERACTIONS L .
Grade Years in Program 69.384 { 69,384 3,477 » 060
RESIDUAL &385,576 1208 194955
TOTAL 7374.547 323 22,831

346 Cases were processed.
22 Cases (6.4 PCT) were missing,




TABLE s¢

BTB SOCIAL STUDIES SUBTEST

' Yea InP
Time of Administration |[Grade ears In Program
0 ] 2 3
X 3.93
2 | sD - 1.16 - i}
Fall 1973 il . (29)
X 4.38 4.08
3 SD 1.88 1.53 - -
N (21 (25)
X 3.64
4 SD 1.36 - - -
N (11) |
X 15.56 12.30 ,
N (9) (10)
X 8.66 ' 11.82
3 SD 4.62 - - 4 5]
Winter 1976 N (65) (109)
| x| 12.19 13.83
4 SD 4.73 - - 4 60
{ N| o (47) | ~(104)




ANALYSTIS

TABLE 5

OF
1976

VARIANCE

SOCIAL STUDIES SUBTEST OF BTB @Y
GRADE AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL PROGRAM

URCE OF VARIATION
IN EFFECTS
Grade

Years in Program

AY INTERACTIONS
Grade Years in Program

SIDUAL

AL
346 Cases were processed,

UM CF
SrysnFS

9G8.253

$07.311
432,533

42.576

6767, 445

7808,.,32¢

22 Cases (6,4 PCT) were missing,

(3F

—

MFEAN
SRIJAKF

199.126

507,311
432.533

42,576

21,148
e, 174

F
c3.601

23,9868
20,452

2,013

QRIGNIF
nFF

. 001

001
«001

. 153




TABLE 5%

SOS SELF ACCEPTANCE SUBTEST

Years In Program
Level of Test Grade ] > 3 2
¥ | 46.08 45,95 42.19 -
1 SD 7.72 6.44 8.22 :
N |- (104) (115) (16)
Y | 46.57 46.50 44.86 46.48
2 1SD 6.66 6.37 7.42 8.00
Level 1 N (44) ( 54) ( 55) (5) |
Y | 46.41% 43,98 A2 OR, 47,317
3 |sp 5.65 6.13 5.35 7.50
N ( 59) ( 65) ( 80) (17)
Y 45.17 46.55 43.87 43.22
a4 |sp 6.33 5.26 5.24 5.90
N | 49) (47) ( 39) (33)
X | 49.58 39.50 48.23 42.05
5 SD 5.90 13.14 13.47 9.78
N (_8) ( 11) (13) ( 6)
X 45.69 46.04
7 SD 7.91 7.13 - -
N (14) ( 16)
 Level 2 T 4119 47.62
.8 SD 8.43 4.95
N ( 8) (1)
¥ p <.05
P 119




ABLE §9
SOS SOCIAL MATURITY SUBTEST

Years In Program
Level of Test Grade — , > 3 2
X | 41.02 3919 38.96
1 sD 6.40 - 7.82 5.8] -
N (104) (115) ( 16)
Y | 40.65 42.42 40.59 | - 39.76
2 |sp 9.42 8.67 8.62 6.81
Leve] 1 N ( 44) ( 84) ( 55) (5)
Y| 43.61% 41.02 [ 39.77° 40.15
3 SD - 7.02 7.74 - 7.21 7.10
N { 59) ( 65) ( 80) (17)
Y| 42.95 42.19 | 40.03 40.06
4 |sp 7.62 6.90 7.10 7.89
N ( 49) ( 47) ( 39) (33)
¥ | 42.40 33.48 40.57 40.10
5 | 10.40 16.16 17.86 9.60
N ( 8) (11) (13) (6)
v | 38.63 39.33
7 1sp 12.85 12.87 - -
N ( 14) ( 16)
Level 2 1 X 25.9 35.09
8 |sD 17.31 10.60 - -
N ( 8) (11)
* ?¢:.c§




TABLE ‘Go
S0S SCHOOL AFFILIATION SUBTEST

Level of Test

' Grade

Years In Program

1 2 3 4
X 36.04 35.14 32.00
1 SD 8.17 7.36 6.10 -
‘ N (104) (115) ( 16)
X 36.36 37.12 36.17 31.48
2 D 7.69 7.94 8.61 13.33
X 37.17% 34.43 73491 33.75
3 D 6.49 6.47 6.12 . 9.13
N ( 59) ( 65) ( 80) (17)
X 36.02 36.28 35.54 34.68
4 SD 6.76 6.56 7.00 5.98
. N ( 49) ( 47) ( 39) (33)
X 52.31 52.35 57.38 54.48
5 D 14.52 9.32 9.66 7.83
N ( 8) (1) ( 13) ( 6)
. X 53.74 52.08
7 sg 9.14 15.04 - -
( 14) (16)
L 2 —
evel X | 60.03 58.98
8 SD 5.45 8.51
I N ( 8) (11)
121




TABils 61
S0S ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION SUBTEST

Years In Program
Level of Test Qrade ] > 3 3
¥ | 48.39 50.75 47 .31
] SD 9.14 8.89 8.13 -
N (104) (115) ( 16)
T 51.02 51.45 52.38 49.10
2 D 11.12 9.00 9.00 8.91
N ( 44) ( 54) ( 55) ( 5)
Level 1 -
Yy | 50.14 48.56 48.24 47.18
3- |sp 8.17 8.54 10.43 7.61
N ( 59) ( 65) ( 80) (17)
e 49.04 52.15 48.27 47.55
4 sp | 8.43 9.11 9.39 6.81
N|o(49) (47) (39) (33)
Y| 41.69 47.55 67.22 50.12
5 D 12.49 10.25 9.90 9.49
N ( 8) (1) ( 13) ( 6)
X 47.32 54.94
7 ) 12.89 10.49 - -
N ( 14) ( 16)
Level 2 Y| 55.73 53.50
8 ) 16.27 14.19 - -
N ( 8) (11)

to




T&lE 6P
SOS SELF SECURITY SUBTEST

" "Years In Program
Level of Test , Grade i 5 3 3
Y| 46.33 46.28 49.75
] SD 8.90 8.65 5.09 -
N (104) (115) ( 16)
T | 49.47 49.01 149,01 51.64
2 SD 8.63 6.58 6.78 8.12
Level | N (44) ( 54) ( 55) (5)
Y 49.47 49.01 49.01 51.64
3 SD 8.63 6.58 6.78 8.12
N ( 44) ( 54) ( 55) { 5)
Y| 49.89 52.43% | 48.45 49.79
4 sD 5.90 6.24 6.50 6.61
1N ( 49) ( 47) ( 39) (3%
X | 55,94 47.57 45.68 49.07
5 SD 8.27 11.06 10.72 4.83
N ( 8) 1 ( 13) ( 6)
X | 42.5] 45.90
7 SD 8.98 7.86 - -
N (14).. { 16)
Level 2 Y| 45.28 42.57
8 SD 8.79 5.67 - -
N ( 5) ( 1)
% .06 |




TABLE B3
SOS TEACHER AFFILIATION SUBTEST

Years in Program

Leye] of Test Grade ] 2 3 4‘

X| 46.86 40.94 48.98 45 .58

5 D 10.01 12.73 11.65 7.99
N (8) (11) (13) (6)
X 44.67 44 .07

Level 2

7 SD 7.01 8.60 —_ —
N (14) (16)
X 40.28 48.98

8 D 9.58 6.15 — —
N (8) (11)

124




HoLE G4
SOS SOCIAL CONFIDENCE SUBTEST

Years in Program

Level of Test d
evel of Tes Grade [ 1 ) 3 - 4
X| 38.51 43.40 45.62 48. 40
5 sp|  6.07 6,93 12.15 10.18
N (8) (11) (13) (6)
X| 43.81 45.86 |
Level 2 7 SD 9.31 6.49 — -—
N (14) (16)
X| 43.48 45.42
8 sp|  6.54 7.92 . .
N (8)

(11)




A8le G§

SOS PEER AFFILIATION SUBTEST

Years in Program
Level of Test Grade
1 2 3 4
X| 47.56 43,77 45.07 44.02
5 SD 7.18 10.42 12.63 7.28
N (8) (11) (13) (6)
X! 41.61 44 .68
Level 2 7 sp| 8.58 10.35 — —
N (14) (16)
X | 38.84 42.86
8 SD 6.27 7 08 — —
N (8) (11)
126




B/

BTB ATTITUDE SUBTEST

Years in Program

Time of |
’VAdmim'stration Grade 0 1 3
3 37,87
o |sp —_ 12.51 —
M (30)
T Ix 32787 39.97 W
Fall 1973 3 ?JD 1&).23) 1%.2z§ -
19 25
X 42.70
4 |5b 9.06 - -
N (10) :
3 | 48.94 50.69
e 9,69 - 6.48
- -0 Ge ' :
° wb% e‘1?76‘“{)6 0 (6] o
inter — .
. x 50.91 51.12
! £y 5.17 - 5.24
N (47) _(120)

A +t=a.12, P<.05
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TABLE G

ANALYSTIS OF VARTIANCE
1976
ATTITUDE SUBTEST OF BTB
GRADE AND YEARS IN BILINGUAL PROGRAM

Su“ Nf

SOURCE OF VARIATION STUAKES DF
MAIN EFFECTS ' 167.069 2

Grade 77.622 !

Years in Program 79,644 !
2-WAY INTERACTIONS

Grade Years in Program 40,729 {
RESIDUAL 14s31,161 320
TOTAL 14736,955 3273

346 Cases were processed,
22 Cases (6.4 PCT) were missing,

128

ME AN
SNUBKF

£3,5834

77,622
719.644

4p,7c9

45,010

45,631

1.840
1,709

1,754

897

SIGNTF
CF F

« 158
189
«183

+ 999




TABLE &

'ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE

SPRING 1973 TOBE e'uerusa LANGUME SV RTEST
' LANGUAGE LISTENED,ON RADIO Au)
LANGUAGE LISTENEDTON TV
WITH FALL 1972 YoPE eWEUSH LAEVACE suatesT

SuM O ' MEAN

SOURCE OF VARIATION : SQUAKES DF SQUAKE
COVARIATES _

Fall English TOBE 6,685 { 6,685
MAIN EFFECTS ‘o S1.30% -4 12,826

Language Listened,on Radio 15,947 2 7.974

Language Listenedion T.V. 19.563 2 9,781
2-WAY INTERACTIONS

Radio and T.V, 4,749 3 1,583
RESIDUAL 941,364 126 ToHTY
TOTAL 1004,1038 134 7,493
COV..RIATE BETA
FALL TOBE -.068

123

2895
1,717

1,067
1,309

212

SIGNIF
OF f

999

0 149
348
273

2999




TABLE gc,

MULTTIPLE CLASSIFICATTION ANALYSIS

SPRING 1973 1082 ENGUSHK LANGUACE 9SUBTEST
LANGUAGE LISTENEDYON RADIO AND
LANGUAGE TLISTENED,ON TV

WITH FALL 1972 TobE e:NGug—} Lavdevage Gue'ns'er’

ADJUSTED FOR

GRAND MEAN = 8.88 . INDEPENDENTS
‘ UNADJUSTED + CUVARIATES
VARIABLE + CATEGORY N ' DEVIN ETA DEVIN BETA
TLADO
* 1 English 52 v 29 .
2 Spanish . 29 57 61
3 Both 54 59 2 1 =46
18 o 15
T-V. .
1 English 68 U6 28
2 Spanish 7 =117 =1.,57
3 Both 60 -.38 -.13
‘ ' 18 W15
MULTIPLE R SQUARED ,058
MULTIPLE R ' ' 2240




TABLE 0

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SPRING 1973 TO®RE S5pPpnSH LAPEUAGE SOBTEST

BY LANGUAGE LISTENED 7o oo THE (LADIO AND
LANGUAGE LISTENE%\ON TV WITH FALL 1972 ToBE 4PARISH (ASEUAGE SURTES

i

SUM OF MEAN SIGNIF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUAKRES DF SGUARE F OF F’
COVARIATES |
Fall Spanish TOBE ' 3-533 O _ 3,523 375 0399
MAIN EFFECTS 4o 103,430 4 25,857 2,749  ,031
Language Listened.on Radio 96,49€3 P 48,49 5.159 2 007
Language Listened‘fon TV 12,860 2 6,430 684 s 999
2-WAY INTERACTIONS . ' s ‘
Radio and T.V, 11,686 3 3,895 414 1999
RESIDUAL 1157.020 123 9,407
TOTAL 1275.659 131 9,738
COVARIATE BETA
FALL TOBE - .068

131




TABLE $#
MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSTIS -
SPRING 1973 —To@€ SPANH LARNGUME SuBTEST
LANGUAGE LISTENEDSDN KADIO AND

‘ LANGUAGE LISTENEBVON TV
WITH FALL 1972 ToBE SPASISH  LANEVAGE SOBTEST

ADJUSTED FOK

CRAND MEAN = 7.66 . INDEPENLENTS
UNAGJUSTED + COVARIAIJES
VARTIABLE + CATEGORY DEVIN ETA DEVIN BETA
ULxO\o ’
1 English =-,58 =-,82
2 Spanish 1,51 1,58
3 Both -.28 -.09
.26 ~ : . .29
T.Vo
1 English . 023 033
2 Spanish W06 _ »],03
3 Both -,27 "'.25
08 12
MULTIPLE R SQUARED : _ 084
MULTIPLE R "290.

\ 132




TABLE ‘P

ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE

SPRING 1973 -TOBE ERNGUSH LANGUAE SUBTEST
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO MOTHER
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO FATHER
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO SIBLINGS
WITH FALL 1972 -DRE ENGUSK LANGUAGE SOBTEST

SUM OF : MEAN SIGNIF
SOURCE OF VARIiATION SQUAKES °  DF SOUAKE F OfF F
COVARIATES S
Fall English TOBE 8.631 1 B.631 1,145  ,287
MAIN EFFECTS B 63.622 6 10,604 1,406 217
Language Spoken to Mother 16.126 2 8,063 1,069 0347
Language Spoken to Father 4,308 2 2,154 286 2 999
Language Spoken to Siblings 43.187 2 21,594 2,864 « 059
2-WAY INTERACTIONS G5.293 10 9.529 1.264 257
Mother  Father 46.006 4 11,501 §1.5295 168
Mother  Siblings 8.175 2 4,084 WS4 999
Father Siblings 16.646 4 4,161 W 552 2999
3-WAY INTERACTIONS |
Father Mother  Siblings 029 i . 029 004 » 999
RESIDUAL 934,942 124 7.540
TOTAL C1102.517 142 7.764
COVARIATE BETA
FALL ENGLISH TOBE -.074
O




MULTIPLE

GRAND MEAN = 8,80

VARTABLE + CATEGORY

LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO MOTHER
1 English
2 Spanish
3 Both

LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO FATHER
1 English
2 Spanish
3 Both

LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO SIBLINGS
1 English
2 Spanish
3 Both

MULTIPLE R SQUARED
MULTIPLE R

TABLE 9%

CLASSIFICATTION

ANALYSTIS

SPRING 1973 —ToBE ENGL\GH (AGASE SUATEST
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO MOTHER
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO FATHER

LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO SIBLINGS

WITH FALL 1972 TOOE gRELGHE LANGUAGE SUBTEST

UNADJUSTED

N DEVIN ETA
15 73
08 -,20
19 0 30
12
20 o 70
87 -,11
36 .11
W10
61 o 34
31 62
51 =,78
21

S
%
e

ADJUSTED FOR
INDEPENDENTS
+ COVARIATES

DEVIN HETA
W47
'.27
' 65
o 15
18
W06
-,25
.05
19
o 17
-,70 .
20
066
236




TABLE &

ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE

SPRING 1973 ToBE afARISH [ANGUALE S08TEST
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO MOTHER
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO FATHER
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO SIBLINGS

WITH FALL 1972 1ToBE€ SPAMIIK LANGUAGE 490@TEST

SUM Qf ' .. HMEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUAKE
COVARIATES
Fall English TOBE 377 { 377
MAIN EFFECTS ' 149,531 6 24,922
Language Spoken to Mother 60,509 e 30,255
Language Spoken to Father 8,175 2 4,084
Language Spoken to Siblings HO L, H47 2 40,423,
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 73.750 10 7.375
Mother  Father 44,566 q {1,141
Mother  Siblings 16,615 2 8,308
Father - Siblings 17 .456 4 4,364
3-WAY INTERACTIONS ' |
Father Mother  Siblings 3,923 { ' 3,923
RESIDUAL 1097.104 121 , 9,067
TOTAL 1324,685 139 9,530
COVARIATES - BETA
FALL ENGLISH TOBE  -,074

135

1042

2.749
3,337

451
4,458

813
$.229
.916
« 481

+ 433

SIGNIF
OF F

999

015
038
«999
00173

999
302
G99
\ 999

+ 999




MULTIPLE

GRAND MEAN = 7,77
VARTABLE + CATEGORY

LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO MOTHER
1 English

2 Spanish

3 Both

LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO FATHER
1 English

2 Spanish

3 Both

LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO SIBLINGS
1 English
2 Spanish
3 Both

MULTIPLE R SQUARED
MULTIPLE R

TABLE -;.;

CLASSIFICATION

ANALYSTIS

SPRING 1973 TOBE SPANLH LANGUASE sOATEST

LANGUAGE SPOKEN ‘TO MOTHER
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO FATHER
LANGUAGE SPOKEN TO SIBLINGS

UNADJUSTED

N DEVIN ETA
14 '1-77
¢8 36
28 ~,3B
W21
19 "'obl'
817 o 34
34 -s5¢4
2 1 4
59 -.BQ-
31 1,65
S0 -s03
' 031

WITH FALL 1972 TOBE SPAwiSH LANGIAGE SuaTEST

ADJUSTED FOR
INCLPENDENTS
+ CUVARTIATES
DEVIN BETA

1,36
ol 4
' 19 '
W 15
-
00
"g30
, 08
'071
{.52
"310
o 28
o113
336
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

130,

Ressorsh ond Evalverion - { ArpenDIX A Teacher L.D. Nov — —
i e —— (17 YOU WAVE BEEN ASSIENED ONE) 1.3
BILINGUAL STUDENT |NFORMATION SHEET
(TO BE COMPLETED BY TEACHERS) Winter, | ' .
Sex: Male 1 - Female 2 Name Studom 1.D. No. — e e e — —

4 s-12
School Unit No. — — — — Years of Formal Education . — Age in Years (as of Dec. 1, 1975) _ —
13-18 . 1748 19-20
Pleass check any that apply:
= Activity 17 Title | Languuqc in Transition
Activity 56 Title | TESL-on-Wheels
——— Activity 57 Title-| Orientation and Language Daveiopment Centers
e State Funded Bilingual
Title VHl Funded Bilingual
—— Board Funded Bilingual
— Not in’any Bilingual Program )
PROGRAM MODEL (Circle one)
1. Self contained 3. Team teaching—~two teachers 5. Departmentulized
2. Team teaching—two teachars in separate rooms, exchange 4. Other (please specify):
in same room ali day students :
4, Integrated full day 28 .
NON-ENGLISH LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION (Circle one)
1. Spanish "4, Arabic 7. Korean 10. Serbe-Croatian
2. Greek 5. Chinese 8. Pilipino - 11. American Indian languages
3. ltallan 6. Japanese 9. Polish 12. Haitian-French : 29.30
APPROXIMATE DAILY INSTRUCTION TIME (Circle one in each calumn) English 0'0';-,; :33:::'
less than 4O minutes . . . . . . . . .« . . __1—— 1
40 - 80 minutes 2 2
81 - 120 minutes: . . . . . . . 3 3
121 - 160 minutes . . . . . . . 4 . 4" 3
161 - 200 minutes . 5 5
More than 200 minutes 8 é

Circle the number below for the one category that fits the source of income for the head of the student's household.
1. Social Security or Public Aid

2. Service Warkar or Private Household Worker, such as waiter, nursing aide, airiine stewardess, elevator
operator, hairdresser, barber, cook, maid or domestic worker.

3. laborer, such as construction laborer, garbage collector, warehouseman

4. Operative, such as assembly worker, ciothing presser, produce grader, machine operator, sailor, textile oper-
ator, bus driver, taxicab driver, deliveryman

5. Craftsman, such as baker, floor layer, carpenter, foraman, machinist, mechanic and repoirman,

sheet metal worker, tailor a8
6. Clerical Worker, such as bank teiler, file clerk, mail carrier, dispatcher, office machine operator,

secretary
7. Sales Worker, such as real-estate agent, retail sales clerk, munufucturoﬂs sales representative

8. Manager and Administrator, such as treasurer, buyer, office manager, government official, sales manager,
restaurant manager

9. Professional and Technical, such as accountant, engineer, physician nurse, social worker, teacher, drafts-
man, actor, computer programmer

0. Do Not Know

Please circle one latter to indicate the student ability in each language. Use thesa categories:

A. Unable to comprehend or communicate C. Comprehends and communicates with rea-

B. Comprehends and communicates in halting sonable facility
and limited manner D. Near-native proficiency
English language fluency . . . .. A B o D 34
Home. language fluency (other thun Enghsh) .. A B (of D .38
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

131. .
TO BE COMPLETED BY STUDENTS

' (Circle one answer for each question)

1. Number of years completed in a bilingual program: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

se
2. Number of years in the U.S..
1. Less than 1 year 3. 3-5 years 3. 11-15 years
2. 1.2 years 4. 610 years 6. Mori than 15 years -
3. Your birth places , '
1. Central America 8. China 15. Yugosiavia
2. Cuba 9. Japan 16, Other parts of Europe
3. Mexico 10. Philippines 17. Middle East (Arab World)
b4 Puerto Rico ' 11. Other parts of Asia 18. Haiti
5. South America : 12. Gresce 19. Other
6. Southwest U.S.A, 13. lhaly
7. Other parts of the U.5.A. 14. Poiand : : 18-39
4. What language do your parents speak at home most of the time? (Circle ane for each parent)
English Spanish Greek Italian Arabic Chinese  Japaness Karsan Pilipino
Father 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ?
Polish Serbo-Croatian  Haitian-French Other 4041
10 1 12 13 .
English Spanish Greek {talian Arabic Chiness Japanese Korean Pilipina
Mother ] 2 3 4 5 . 6 7 8 ?
Polih  Serbo-Croatian  Hairian-Franch Other 4243
10 1 12 13
English  Home language  Both
5. What language do you speak mast with your father? . . . . 1 2 3 “
6. What language do you speak most with your mother? . . . . 1 2 3
7. What language do you speak most with your brothers and sisters? . 1 2 3
8. What language do you speak most at school? . . . . . . 1 2 3 o
if you know how much schooling your parents have, please circla one number for each parent who lives
with you.
Faher Mother
48 . 49
1 Did not complete the 8th grade 1
2 Completed the 8th grade but did not go to high school 2
3 Went to high school but did not graduate from hign school 3’
4  Graduated from high school 4
5 Had some nan-college training after graduating from high school 5
6  Went to college but did not graduate from college 4
7  Graduated from a two-year college . 7
8 Grvduated from a four-year college 8
9  Has an advanced degree (Masters or Doctorate) . ?
0 | don’t know 0
Name Lasr . ringT s0-79
123




" 5.1 to 10 years

AT

Parent's Qucstionnaire,j\})inter a6
Cuestionario para los padres '

General Information-Informaciln generél

Student's full nare

Nombre completo del estudiante

Who is answering this questionnaire:
Quién estd ccntestanco el cuestionario:

Father (Padre)
Mother (madre)

Other (Otra persona) Specify (especificue)

-

Place of birth: rother - father student
Lugar de nacimiento: madre padre estudiante

'ch 1long have you and your family lived on the United States mainland?

Hace cuinto tiempo viven en los Estados Unidos prepios?

Iess than 6 months
(meros de 6 meses)

6 ronths to 2 vears
(6 meses a 2 afos)

2.1 to 5 years
(2.1 a 5 arios)
(5.1 a 10 afos)

10.1 to 20 years
(10.1 a 20 aros)

All our lives
(Toda la vida)

HEEEHB

How long have vou and yowr family lived in Illinois?
Hace cufnto tierpo viven en Illinois?

Iess than 6 months | 1 l
(renos de 6 mecses)
6 months to 2 years ‘ o
(6 meses a 2 afcs)
2.1 to 5 years (3]

(2.1 a 5 aros)




5.1 to 10 years 4] . .
(5.1 a 10 arps) ' ' , o

10.1 to 20 years ’ '

(10.1 a 20 afios) . | S
All our lives @ R

(Toda la vicda) '

6. Vhere did you live before coming to Illinois. ¢En qué lugar han residido antes
' - de venir a Illinecis?
Maxico ~ . ,
New York :

Latin America '

2] Puerto Rico

. A a
[0 other (otro) Specify (Especifique)
Texas : : :
Florida

ERERERERE

Southwest (USA)

7. What was the last year of schooling écr.pléted by:
Hasta qué afio esoolar ha estudiaco:

A. Mother (La madre) B. Father (El padre)

[0] None (no escuela) [0] None (ro escuela)

Elerentary School (1] Elementary School

(Escuela elemental) (Escuela elemental)

[2] Jr. High School " Jr. Hich Scheol los
los primeros deos afics de - primeros dos arns de educacién
educacién secindaria o Jr. secundaria o Jr. High School)
High School)

(3] sigh school High Scheol

(Cscuela secundaria) (Escuela secundaria)

[[4] University (Universidad) [4] University {Universidad)

~." 8., Wnhat is the cccupation of:
.7 Cudl es la ocupacién de:

. A. lMother (La madre) | ‘ B. Fathe:: (E1 padre)
". : [0] Deceased (muarta) (0] Dé%:eased (muerto)
A Housewife (Ama dc. casa) Laborer (Enpleado en fébrica, o
;; Laborer (Ampleado en fébrica | & cam)

ERIC- “+ o en el campo) 14 (2] .'M'i.intenance (mantenimiento, linpicza)




E

] vl

I3 .

Clerical (Oficina, tienda) Clerical (Gficina, tienda)

Maintenance (Mantenimiento,

(4] Constructicn (Construccitn) -
lirpieza) '

Technician (Técnico)
B:] Sales (Vendecor)

[7] Teacher (Maestro) ¢

Sales (Vendedora)
(€] Nurse (Enfermera)

Teacher aid (Ayudante de

maestra) - [8] Professicnal (Profesional)

Teacher (Maestra) [9] Retired (Retiraco)

[9] Professional (Profesional)
Other (Otro)

Disabled (Enfermo o incapacitaco
para trakajar)

Unemployed (Sin empleo)

9. How many children do you have? [I27] other (otro)

Cuintos hijas e hijos hay en su familia?

10. How many of your children attend (or have attended) a bilingual program?
Cuintos de sus nifios atienden o han atendide un pregrama blla.ngt.c”
11. Other than the immediate family (mother, father, and children), does anyone
else live in you household?
Fuera de la familia inmediata (madre, padre, h.lja., e hijos) , viven otras
personas en su hegar?
) Yes (SI)
[2] No (o) -
II. Spanish and English Proficiencv (Conccimiento de Espafiol e Inglés)
12.

How muld each of you descrike your Spanish speaklng ab111ty‘>
appropriate nurber).

Com describiria cada uno de ustedes su prcpia habllldad para hablar el

(Circle the

espafiol? (Encierre el nimero aprcpiaco).
mother father
madre 1. native pacre 1. native
nativa - nativo
2. good , 2. gecod
bien bien
l 3. adequate 1 3. adequate
O adecuadamente A7 adecuadamente
ERIC £ .




l3l

14.

4. very little
mis o menos

5. do rot speak at all
no lo hablc

&,

5.

very little
1”43 O menos

do not speak at all
rc lo hablo

How would each of you descrike your cwm Spanish reading ability? (circle

the appropriate number).

esparol?  (Encierre el nGrero apropiado).

mother father
madre 1. native padre
nativa
2. good
bien
3. adequate
adecuadarente

4. very little
mds O menos

5. do not read it at all
no lo leo

5.

- C&mo describiria cada uro de ustedes sukpropia habilicad para leer el

native
nativo

gocd

bien

adequate’
adecuadamrente

very little
Mas O menos

& not read it at 211
no lo leo

How would each of you describe your cwn English speaking ability? (Circle

the apprcoriate nurber).

Como describiria cada uro de ustedes su propia habilidad para hablar el

inglés? (Encierre el nirero aprcpriado).

mother )
madre o . father
1. native padre
native '
2. geod
bien
3. adequate
adecuadamente

4. very little
mas O menos

5. do not speak it at all
no lo hablo

112

native
nativo

good
bien

adequate
adecuadamrente

very little

mM3s O mernos

do not speak it at all
no lo hablo




15.

Y

How would each of you oescribe.your oWn English reading ability? (Circle
the apprcpriate nuwber).

C&mo describiria cada uno de ustedes su propia habilidad para leer el
inglés? (Encierre el nimero apropiado).

mother father

. madre 1. native padre native

nativa nativo

good | . good

bien o bien

adequate . ~ g adequate
adecuadamente ' . adecuadamente

very little very little
mis 0 menos mis o menos

5. o not read it at all ' 5. do not read it at all
no lo leo . v no lo leo

How would you de escribe the student's Spanish speaking ability? (Circle the
appropriate nurker) .

CoSmo describiria la habilidad del estudlante o de la estudianta. (Encierre
el nimero apropiado) .-

1. native
nativo

2. good
bien

acdequate
adecuadamente

very little
mis O Mmenos

5. does not speak it at all
o lo habla

Hew tould you des crlbe tbe student's Spanish readlng a}:n.ln.ty'J (Circle the
appropriate numker).

C&mo cdescribirfa la habilidad de la estrelante -0 del estudiante para leer
el esparol? (Encierre el nGrero appropriado).

1. native .
nativo

good
h;en

adecquate

adecuadamente
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4, very little
Mis O menos

5. J&oes rot read it at all
no lo lee

18. How would you describe the student's English speaking ability? (circle
"the appreopriate nurker).

Céro cescribiria usted la habilidad de el (la) estudiznte para hablar el
ingl&s? (Encierre el nirero apropiado).

1. native

nativo

2. good
bien

3. adequate N
adecuadamente

4, very little
mas O menos

5. does not speak it at all
no lo habla

19, How would you describte the student's English reading ability? (Circle the
gppropriate number).
Céno cescribiria usted la habilidad ce el (la) estudiante para leer el
inglés? (Encierre el nirero aprcpiado).

1. native
nativo
i 2. good
bien
3. adequate
adecuada_mente ~

4, ~wery little
mas O menos

5. Ccoes not speak it at all
re lo habla

III. Language Usace (Uso dc los 2 lenguajes)

20. Wthat language do the parents use rmost of the tine at home?
Qué idioma hablsr en casa la mayor parte del ticmo?
mother ‘ father
madre [] Spanish padre Spanish

o [2] knqlish English
| 144
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21,

22.

23.

24.

25.

that lanquage do the parents use most of the time outside of the home?
dQué idicra hablan rds los padres cuando estd fuera de su hogau

[}

mother s ' father : T. -

madre Spanish padre Spanish s
[Z] English English "
Other o , Other B

Do the parents prefer to read.in English or in Spanish?
¢Prefieren los padres leer en irglés o en espafiol?

mother . father
madre padre

Spanish - Spanish

English ' English
Do parents prefer to watch English or Spanish pfograms on televi::i{on?
Prefieren los padres ver programas de televisifn en irnglé&s o en cyupafiol?

mother " father
madre padre
Spanish ~ Spanish

English ' English

Do parents prefer to listen to radio in Spanish or in English?
Prefieren los padres escuchar la radioc en inglé€s’o en espariol?

mother . ‘ : . father . ‘

madre padre Sl

' Spanish Spanish
English | English

¥What language does the student use most of the time at home?
¢Qué idicma habla el (la) estudiantz en casa la mayor parte del | lempo?
' Spanish
English

Dces the student prefer to read in English or in Spanish?
El (]_.a) estidiante prefiere‘ leer en esparicl o en inglés?

Spanish | ‘ o
English ' o ) A N

. Does the student prefer to watch English or Spanish programs on telovision?

¢El (la) estudiante prefiere ver programas ce televisidn en espanv.| o en
) Spanish i 15

9 ] o1 . -
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28. Dees the student prefer to listen to tie radio in'Spanish or English?
¢El (la) estudiante prefiere escuchar radio en inglés o en espaiiol?

[1] spanish = , : ' e
English | o L

IV. Language Interacticn Patterns - Patrones de UsO del lenguaije.

<

29. 1In general, what language do you use most often to speak to each other ,

(mother and father)?
En general, en cuil idiara se hablan uno con el otro (madre y padre)? .

Spanish
English
Other

30. In general, wnat language do parents use to speak to their children? .
En general, en cuil idicma le habla a sus hijos?

"

Father Mother
Spanish Spanish
English English

Other Other

In general, vhat language & vour children use to speak to each other?
En general, en cudl idicma se hablan sus hijos el uro con el otro?

Spanish
English
Other

32. 1In general, what larguage do your children use to speak to:
En gereral, en cvil idiagna le nabla a usted sus hijos?

31-

Father Mother

.[1] Spanish ' Spanisﬁ
English : [_Z English
Other 2] Other

33. Are there any regular excepticns to thesa patterns? (For exarple, does one
child speak Spanish to a younger brother or sister, but mostly English to

an older brother or sister)?

116
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¢Hay excepcicnes regulares a estos patrones? (Por ejemplo, alguno ce los
nifios le habla en espariol a wo de los lelmanos menores, pero ingl8s en -
mayor parte a los hermarnos mayores)?
Explain
Explique

V‘

34.

Neignborhood and Bilingual Program (Lugar ce Residencia) programa
bilingle. ' :

Is the neighborhcod in which you live primarily Spanish-speak:r:y or
English-speaking? ‘
En el barrio en que ustedes y sus hijos e hijas viven, los vecinos hablen

generalmente en espafiol o en inglés?
[1] spanish (espafiol)
English (inglés)

What country are meost of your neighbors fram?
¢De qué pais son la mayoria de sus vecinos?

[0] con't krow (no sé) Cuban (Cubano)

Mexican (Mejicano) [‘4 ] US. Anglo (EEUU blancos)-

Puerto Rican (Puertorrigueriv) U.S. Black (EEUU negros)
tthat do you think is the main purzose of the bilingual education precgram?
¢Cuil piensa Ud. qud es el propdsito prirncipal de el program ce educacién
bilinglie? (Margue s6lo un nGrero) - :

Don't understand (rno entiendo)

To have pride in Spanish heritage (hacer a los nifios orgullusos
) de su cultura nativa)

To learn basic skills u'ili'rpdlc’er las destrezas bisicas)
, ‘} .
I
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To teach kids in their own language (ansefiar a lcs nifios en
v lenguaje nativo)

(4] To get a better education (recibir una educacidn mejor)

To learn both languades (aprender los dos lenguajes)
To learn English but maintaining- native language and
‘heritage (eprender Inglés ypero manteniende el esparol y la

caltura nativa)

Other (Specify) - Ctro (especifique)

37. Why & you want your child to receive bilingual education?
¢Porquéd quiere Ud. que su nifio (a), reciba educacidn bilingie?

[0] con't understand (No entiendo)
| 1 : So that he knows who he is and have pride in self and
culture (para que el nifio conozca su origen y se sienta
orqulloso de si mismo y su cultura)

So that he/she learn basic skills in Spvanish and English
(para que pueda aprender las destrezas basicas en Espaiol
e inglés) -

So that he/she can learn English (para que pueda aprender
. inglés)

So that the child ceesn't have the same problerms t‘ne‘parents
— had when they care to this country. (para que el nifio ro tenga
T . el misro prcolema que lcs
padres tuvieron al venir a
este pals.)’
To have better copeortunities in life and a better self-image
(para mejorar las cportunidaces cdel nifio y guardar una imagen
perscnal m&s positiva)

[E] To learn Spanish ketter (para aprender espaiol mejor)

" [(7] other (specify) otro (specifique)




38, If this is the first year vour child is enrolled in a bilirgual program,
. why was he not enrolled previously? -
Si &ste es el prirmer afo que su nifio(a) a sido matiiculado en un programa
bilingie, porgqué ro fue matriculado antes?

The child was tco young for scheol (el nino no estaba en edad
. _ ' escolar)

Never heard of the program before now (no suse del programa antes
' este afio)

Was rnot living in Tllinois (no vivia in Illirois)

A3
E:] Did not realize the value of the program (no me daba cuenta del
valor del programa)




- Teacher questionaire

How long has the bilingual program been in effect in vour district?

inat type of bilingual program do you teach in? (Circle the apprcpriat:e |

nurber) .
[ 1] 1/2 day-bilingual ‘ ' o
‘:2_] tutorial-pull out
self contained-bilingual
E‘D team teaching

Aside from yourself, are there any other adults participating in your
classroom? '

How many?

. If yes, what is their function?
teacher aide, parent volunteer, etc?)

Teacher aid

Team teacher

Teacher
Parent

Wnat is the ratio of students to adults in your class(es).

(i.e.,

Aporoximataly what percent of the entire schcol day do the pwils in the

'bllmgual program actually spand in the bilingual classroccm?

When in the bilingual classroc:'r‘ is Spanish primarily used? (Circle the
appropriate numcer)

for Spanish language arts instruction cnly

As a medium of instruction only (all subjects) -
for general classroam interaction |

El:] 1 and 2 only

[5]1, 2 and 3

Trne students who have boen in the bilingual program since its inception
received beginning reading instruction: (Circle the eppropriate nurber)

exclusively in English

150
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(7] exciusively in Spanish
In English and Spanish concu.rren.tly
8. For these sare children, descrike their reading f:urriculun cdeveloomentally

with regard to language of instructicn. At what point(s) does the
instructicnal language cnange or vary?

By 3rd grade

(2] when student has develcped an oral based in the language he is to read

When child develcps 2nd grade reading level in Spanish.

(4] In second grace. |

(5] Reading is Eaught concurrently in both languages

9. For students now enteri ng the bilingual program, has the reading curriculum
changed? If yes, how is it different? -

[1] Yes
o

Curriculum totally in Spanish

Begin reading in Spanish and English
can currently

First oral languzge, then a special
reading series

(4] child spends the whole day in a Bilingual
atrrosphere :

They are in the sawe reading program as
the other children

[6 ] Mo change

10. What cwrriculum materials are used in your school for English reading and
Spanish readirg?

"A. English | B. Spanish
Scott Foresman . Spanish Roll
| (2] Harcourt Prace | Laidlax |
".. : Harper and Row ' [37] santillan Series
. .. [ vLippincoltt and Holt MEtodo Onaratopdyico
'. McGraw Hill _ : Lee y trabaja
(5] nIsTAR : _ - 8] antilla Fonética

El{lC T .:; D:] Ginn Series E]. .Nluevo. Sarbradqr (Espinos)

[ .
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Lycns and Carnanan L__f] Larer Blosser

5 [

Young Zrerican Basic
Reading Series

Houghton Mifflin
MacMillan

Highway  Holiday Series

— — bt —
NN I YN ] 3} [oad

The Economy Pog. Program

5] R.0.L.L.

16} Laner Blosser
11. ‘hat teaching methed or methcds do you use in your class? (Circle thé
appropriate nurker)
(1] pregrammed instruction
[ 2] special pupil-nsed groupings
3] interestrgroupi.}\.gs
(4] individual tutorial
total class groups ’

(€] other (specify) . ‘

12, How many years have you participated in the bilirgual program in your district?

N Elsewhere? .
13._ What languages co yﬁu spaak? 4
4 Spanish i French )
English : [6] Portuguese
[3] Russian [7] 1talien
| German | - [ 8] Other (Specify)

| 14'. ~ How would you rate your spcken Spanish ab‘ility? (Circle the appropriate number)
- E] native ‘ ‘
’ , adequate .

(4] very little o .. 1

(5] do not speak at all I AT

o
L&
G
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15. FHow would you rate your spoken English ability? (Circle the appropriate
nurber) : )

native

good

adequa.te

very little

do not speak at all

16. Using the same scale, how would you rate the spcken English ability of the
other adults in your class listed in gquestion #3. (i-native, 2-gcod, 3-
adequate, 4-very little, 5-cces not speak at all).

ADULTS ) : IANGIRAGE ARILITY . .
] 2] 3] 4] L5}
2] BEPRERREARER
o] =] 3] [4]) Lal
MmEEImE

17. Using the same scale, how would you rate the spoken Scanish ability of the
other adults in your class listed in question mocer 3. (l-native, 2-good,
3-adequate, 4-very little, S-dces not speak at all).

ADULTS . . LANGUAGE ABﬁITY

o S omooE
=] o@D E
= | O =3 E M E
3 | oD @mE

18. Pporoximately wnat percent of the pupils in gour classes fall into each of the
" . following linguistic categories?

English cdominant %
’ bilingual 3 :
S Spanish damirant 3 ;




19. Uthat percent of puils in your classes fall into each of the follo«-.ing.ethnic
categories? '

Ethnic background nuber

Mexican American

Puerto Rican

Cuban

Other Soanish sreaking

.Anglo

20.

21.

22.

23.

In the bilingual classrocm, appmxi:nétely what percent of the time do you
speak Spanish? (If there is more than one teacher or adult in the rocm,
give the average) __

In the bilingual classroccm, agiproximately vhat percent of the time do the
children use Spanish? '

Do you specifically enccurage all Spanish, all English or mixed langquage use
within the bilingual classrocm?

Spanish

English

Mixed
Mark the classrocm contexts in which you speak:
Mostly English : | Mostly Spanish
General instructions ' General instructions
Cpen discussion Language arts Spanish .
Art ' - Social studies, math
[4] English as a second larguage [4] Explanations to Spanish dominant

children '
Reredial work v
Reading and spelling

[€] vnen speaking to English [6] Stories and culture

dominant students




. ,
Mixed Larquaaes

Informal conversation °

Givigen directions
S .

In ESL )
Social Studies, Science, Math

K4

Culture .

Ccnoepts that can not be explained otherwise.

-

24, -What do you perceive to bek thé major goals of the bilingual program in your |
school, with respect to vour pupils' nesds. Mark as many as 3 goals.
Learn about Latin countries and culture
Culture Enrichment
[3]ESL
‘ Maintenance of native language
Learn English

[€] remedial instruction

Help children function well in both cultures and using both languages
Achievement at average rate for their age.

Produce an athmosphere conducive w? growth. (i.e. cognitive, self-esteem, -
physical, emotional, etc.) .

To learn to read in the 2 languages
Develop pride in cultural heritage
Transition toward an all English programs.

ther (Specify)

f-.-t
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25. Have you rocoqnized any differences or changes in your students as a result
of their participaticn in the bilingual program?. Mark es many as 3
differences or changes.
Better self-concept
- More desire to share knowledge with other classmates
Childiren are more willing to speak Spanish
Speak English better
Do better in all subject areas
Better é{:titudes, heppier
Inpmyfaﬁ*eﬁt in oral and written commmication
(8] Enhanced pride in culture and language

(9] Lower absenteeism rate

26. Comments

T
|

bt
n




